:RINE 


..  I 


Bi 


A^^^^l'l 


m 


Doctrine  of  tbe  Xorfc's  Supper  cleared 
from  Certain  Misconceptions. 


Che 

Doctrine  of  tbe  Xorb's  Supper 

Cleared  from 

Certain  flDisconccptions* 


BY 


JOHN  JAMES  STEWART  PEROWNE,  D.D., 

Lord  Bishop  of  Worcester  ;  Hon.  Fellow  of  Corpus 
Christi  College,  Cambridge. 


LONDON : 
ELLIOT  STOCK,  62,  PATERNOSTER  ROW,  E.G. 

1898. 


APR232W3 


CONTENTS. 


PREFACE     - 
I.    INTRODUCTORY 
II.   THE  TEACHING  OF   HOLY   SCRIPTURE 

III.  THE  PLACE  OF  THE    HOLY   COMMUNION    IN   THE 

NEW   TESTAMENT 

IV.  THE    REAL    PRESENCE 

V.    THE  EUCHARISTIC  SACRIFICE.    A.— Till-.  I  N'.LISII 

LITURGY  33 

VI.    THE   EUCHARISTIC  SACRIFICE.     B.— HOLY  SCRIP 
TURE  -         47 
VII.   THE   EUCHARISTIC   SACRIFICE.     C.— THE    EARLY 

FATHERS  -         53 

VIII.   THE   EASTWARD    POSITION  •         6 1 

IX.    EVENING   COMMUNION  -         66 

X.    FASTING   COMMUNION  /6 

XL    DAILY    COMMUNION  -         87 

XII.    NON-COMMUNICATING    ATTENDANCE  9O 

CONCLUSION  -        96 


vi  Contents 

APPENDICES  : 

PAGB 

A.  BISHOP  WESTCOTT   ON   ST.   JOHN   VI.  98 

B.  WATERLAND   ON   ST.   JOHN   VI.  IOI 

C.  HEBREWS   XIII.    10- 16          -  I02 

D.  BISHOP    RIDLEY   ON    THK    'PRESENCE1  M3 

E.  HOOKER      -  '      IT7 

F.  BISHOP   ANDREWKS  I2° 

G.  BISHOP  COSIN          -  '       I2T 
H.  DR.    HAMMOND        -  I23 
I.     TRANSUBSTANTIATION,        CONSUBSTANTIATION, 

AND   THE   TRACTARIAN    DOCTRINE  -                        125 

K.   BISHOP   PHILPOTTS   ON   TRACT   XC.  13° 

L.   ST.   CHRYSOSTOM    ON    FASTING       -  134 


PREFACE. 


THE  following  pages  are  little  more  than 
a  reprint  of  that  portion  of  my  Primary 
Visitation  Charge  which  treats  of  the  doctrine 
of  the  Lord's  Supper  and  certain  practical 
questions  connected  therewith,  such  as  fasting 
communion,  non  -  communicating  attendance, 
evening  communion,  and  the  like.  I  have  re 
printed  this  portion  of  my  Charge  in  deference  to 
the  urgent  wish  of  friends  on  whose  judgement 
I  felt  I  could  rely,  who  thought  its  publication 
might  be  useful,  as  well  as  from  a  conviction,  that 
it  was  my  bounden  duty  to  do  all  in  my  power  to 
counteract  the  erroneous  teaching  on  this  subject 
which  is  now  so  widely  prevalent. 

As  I  have  already  said  in  Convocation,  the 
questions  now  agitating  the  Church  are  not  merely 
questions  of  forms  and  ceremonies  and  ritual,  but 
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questions  which  touch  the  true  expounding  of 
vital  and  essential  doctrines.  If  ritual  meant 
nothing  more  than  external  observance,  it  might 
be  of  comparatively  little  importance,  but  when 
those  who  advocate  its  use  do  so  on  the  ground, 
that  it  is  the  means  of  setting  forth  to  the 
Christian  congregation  doctrines  which  are  cer 
tainly  not  those  of  our  own  Church,  and  when  we 
are  told  that  ritual  is  valued  only  on  that  account, 
then  we  cannot  too  carefully  inquire  what  the 
doctrines  are  which  are  thus  supposed  to  be 
shadowed  forth  ;  and  we  are  bound,  if  they  are 
'  strange  and  erroneous  doctrines,  contrary  to 
God's  Word,'  with  all  diligence  to  banish  and 
drive  them  away. 

My  volume  does  not  pretend  to  completeness. 
A  much  larger  treatise  would  have  been  necessary 
if  the  whole  ground  was  to  be  covered.  My 
object  has  rather  been  to  present  in  a  popular 
form  the  true  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Communion 
cleared  from  the  parasitic  growth  which,  like  the 
ivy  clinging  to  some  stately  shrine,  has  darkened 
and  defaced  its  beauty.  I  have  gone  back  to 
the  simplicity  of  Holy  Scripture,  to  primitive 
antiquity,  to  the  writings  of  our  great  divines,  to 
the  teaching  of  our  own  Church.  I  have  shown 
that  the  Tractarian  doctrine  of  the  Eucharist  as 
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held  and  taught  by  Dr.  Pusey  and  his  followers  is 
novel,  and  can  in  no  sense  be  termed  Catholic. 
No  doubt  it  leans  towards  Rome,  though  it  is  not 
Roman.  But  it  starts  from  the  same  disregard 
of  Holy  Scripture  as  the  Roman  doctrine,  and  is 
tainted  by  the  same  rationalizing  process.  It 
ignores  practically  the  plain  words  of  Holy  Scrip 
ture,  which  tell  us,  as  the  Reformers  so  clearly 
saw,  and  great  luminaries  of  our  Church  in  later 
times  have  so  clearly  seen,  that  the  Sacrament  of 
the  Lord's  Supper  is  the  Sacrament  of  Christ's 
death.  It  takes  only  a  part  of  the  words  of  the 
original  institution,  and  omits  the  rest  ;  it  argues 
as  if  our  Lord  had  said,  '  This  is  My  body,  this  is 
My  blood,'  or  rather,  '  This  is  My  body  '  only,  and 
nothing  more.  It  regards  this  as  being  equivalent 
to,  '  This  is  I  Myself.'  It  leaves  out  altogether  the 
words,  '  broken  for  you,'  '  shed  for  you,'  which 
are  so  clear  an  evidence  of  the  sense  in  which 
our  Lord  would  be  understood,  viz.,  that  He  gave 
to  His  disciples  His  Sacrifice  on  the  cross  to  be 
their  spiritual  food  in  that  Holy  Sacrament.  It 
leaves  out  these  words,  I  say.  It  argues  rationalis- 
tically  that  where  Christ's  body  and  blood  are, 
there  He,  the  whole  Christ,  in  His  perfect 
humanity  and  Godhead  must  be  present.  It 
substitutes  for  the  crucified  Christ  the  risen  and 
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glorified  Christ,  whom  it  asserts  to  be  present,  not 
as  Hooker  held,  in  the  heart  of  the  communicant, 
but  in  the  hand,  called  down  out  of  heaven  at 
the  bidding  of  the  priest,  and  passing  through 
the  mouth  under  the  veils  of  bread  and  wine. 

Think  of  the  extraordinary  confusion  of  thought 
involved  in  this  view.  We  are  told,  that  no 
sooner  are  the  words  of  consecration  uttered, 
than  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  in  His  glorified 
humanity  and  perfect  Godhead  descends  into  the 
consecrated  elements,  and  is  present  under  the 
veils  of  bread  and  wine — in  every  particle  of  both 
elements  ;  and  yet  that  He,  thus  present  in  His 
glorified  humanity,  is  offered  by  the  priest  upon 
the  altar;  or,  as  some  say,  is  offered  by  Himself, 
as  a  sacrifice  for  the  quick  and  dead  to  the  Father. 
In  other  words,  Christ's  glorified  humanity  is  a 
victim,  or  rather  ten  thousand  victims  at  once  on 
ten  thousand  altars. 

But  let  us  once  see  clearly  and  hold  fast  the 
truth  that  Christ  our  Passover,  sacrificed  for  us,  is 
given  us  in  that  holy  feast,  and  all  the  questions 
which  have  been  raised  about  the  presence  of 
Christ  on  the  altar,  or  under  the  veils  of  bread  and 
wine  are  seen  to  be  little  else  than  vain  and 
idle  words.  It  is  the  sacrifice  of  which  we  par 
take,  and  we  can  only  partake  of  that  sacrifice 
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by  faith.  There  can  be  no  objective  presence  of 
the  body  broken  and  the  blood  shed.  The  bread 
is  His  body  broken,  and  the  wine  is  His  blood 
shed,  in  the  only  sense  in  which  this  is  true. 
Literally  they  do  not  exist  in  heaven  or  on  earth. 
In  all  their  spiritual  efficacy  they  become  ours  in 
that  holy  Sacrament ;  we  receive  thereby  remis 
sion  of  our  sins  and  all  other  benefits  of  His 
passion.  Through  the  virtue  of  that  sacrifice, 
being  united  to  Him,  'we  are  one  with  Christ, 
and  Christ  with  us.' 

I  earnestly  ask  for  a  calm  and  candid  considera 
tion  of  the  argument  which  I  have  advanced  in 
these  pages.  It  is  no  novel  doctrine,  nor  is  it  the 
doctrine  of  the  Evangelical  party  in  the  Church. 
It  has  been  stated  with  the  utmost  force  and 
clearness  by  great  High  Church  divines,  such  as 
Bishop  Andrewes,  Waterland,  the  late  Bishop 
Philpotts,  of  Exeter,  and  others,  and  still  more 
recently  in  the  most  complete  and  exhaustive 
manner  by  Dr.  Vogan  in  his  '  True  Doctrine  of  the 
Holy  Eucharist.'  This  is  a  work  of  the  utmost 
value,  enriched  by  numerous  quotations  from  the 
Fathers,  accurately  given,  not  tampered  with  and 
twisted  to  serve  a  purpose,  and  from  Anglican 
divines,  which,  if  they  prove  nothing  else,  prove 
how  entirely  novel  the  modern  Tractarian  doctrine 
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is.  A  careful  abridgement  of  Dr.  Vogan's  book, 
which  is  unhappily  out  of  print,  would  be  an  in 
valuable  boon  to  our  theological  students.  It  is  not 
a  little  remarkable  that  the  book  has  never  been 
answered.  A  copy  was  sent  to  Dr.  Pusey,  and 
his  attention  specially  drawn  to  it.  It  contained 
a  very  trenchant,  learned,  and  scrupulously  fair 
refutation  of  his  arguments  on  the  subject,  but 
neither  he  nor  any  of  his  party  has  ever  attempted 
to  reply  to  it. 


CORRIGENDA. 


P.  22,  third  line  from  bottom,  for  '  in  '  read  '  us.' 
P.  56,  line  ?.Q>,for  '  supermundane'  read  '  supramundane.' 
P.  69,  line  10,  for  '  to  themselves '  read  k  in  themselves.' 
P.  130,  line  \6,for  '  prepared  '  read  '  preparest.' 
P.  128,  the  whole  paragraph  beginning  'The  Tractarian 
doctrine,'  and  that  on  p.    129  down   to  'Holy  Sacrament,' 
should  be  transposed  to  the  end  of  Appendix  I.  on  p.  130, 
after  which  should  follow  : 

By  a  somewhat  singular  coincidence,  in  speaking  in  my 
Visitation  Charge  last  October  of  the  futility  of  prosecutions, 
and  my  determination  to  have  nothing  to  do  with  them,  I 
used  the  very  same  illustration  of  that  futility  which  was 
employed  by  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  at  the  very  same 
time.  I  referred  to  the  judgement  of  the  Privy  Council  in  the 
case  of  Sheppard  v.  Bennett  as  evidence  that  it  was  possible 
for  a  clergyman  to  hold  and  teach  in  our  Church  a  doctrine 
concerning  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  scarcely 
differing  from  Consubstantiation,  without  incurring  penal 
consequences  for  so  doing.  I  did  not  say,  nor  did  the  Arch 
bishop,  that  Consubstantiation  was  the  doctrine  of  the  Church 
of  England,  but  only  that  a  clergyman  who  taught  a  very 
similar  doctrine  had  not  been  condemned  for  teaching 
doctrine  contrary  to  that  of  the  Church  of  England.  But 
Dr.  C.  H.  H.  Wright  finds  fault  with  the  illustration,  as  rest 
ing  on  a  mistaken  view  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Lutheran 
Church  respecting  Consubstantiation.  In  particular  he 
points  out  that  the  Lutherans  do  not  connect  the  presence 
of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  in  the  Supper  with  the  act  of 
consecration  of  the  elements,  but  that  '  this  is  to  be  attributed 
to  the  sole  omnipotent  power  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  ' 
(Formula  Concord  pars  i.,  cap.  vii. ;  De  Cozna  Domini,  iii.). 
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'The  Real  Presence  is  imparted  by  Christ  only  at  the 
time  when  the  bread  is  being  eaten  and  the  wine  being 
drunk  by  the  communicants.'  The  same  Formula,  quoting 
from  an  earlier  Formula,  signed  by  Luther  and  other 
theologians,  states  that  'outside  the  use,  while  it  is  replaced 
in  the  pyx,  or  shown  in  processions,  as  is  done  by  the  Papists, 
they  believe  that  the  body  of  Christ  is  not  present.' 

Dr.  Wright  also  draws  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
Lutheran  Church  denies  that  the  Lord's  Supper  is  a  sacri 
fice,  or  that  it  is  offered  up  for  the  living  and  the  dead.  It 
'  opposes  the  notion  of  Eucharistic  adoration  and  the  idea 
of  any  veneration  being  paid  to  the  consecrated  bread  and 
wine,'  and  it  condemns  '  all  reservation  of  the  elements '  ; 
moreover,  the  Articles  of  Smalkald  denounce  the  Mass  as 
the  'greatest  abomination  in  this  Popish  Church,'  'the  most 
specious  of  all  Popish  idolatries,'  and  declare  that,  '  when 
the  Mass  falls,  Popery  will  fall  also.' 

It  would  seem,  then,  that  in  these  several  particulars — 
the  connecting  the  Presence  with  the  consecrated  elements, 
Eucharistic  adoration,  the  Eucharistic  Sacrifice,  the  Reser 
vation  of  the  Sacrament  —  the  Tractarian  doctrine  differs 
from  the  Lutheran,  and  is  in  harmony  with  the  Roman. 

I  must  observe,  however,  that  when  I  spoke  of  the 
Tractarian  doctrine  as  scarcely  differing  from  Consubstantia- 
tion,  I  was  referring  exclusively  to  the  question  of  the  Real 
Presence  ;  and  so  far  as  the  mode  of  the  Presence  is  con 
cerned,  I  conceive  there  is  very  little  difference  between 
the  Tractarian  view  and  the  Lutheran.  Dr.  Wright  himself 
says :  '  The  Lutheran  Church  teaches  that  in  the  Lord's  Supper 
there  is  an  actual  presence  of  the  real  body  and  blood  of 
Christ  ''in,  with,  and  under"  the  bread  and  wine.'  And 
Mr.  Bennett  believed  that  Christ  is  '  in  '  the  consecrated 
elements,  and  that  'under  their  veil '  is  the  sacred  body  and 
blood  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  ;  and  Luther, 
like  the  Tractarians,  speaks  of  '  the  glorious  body '  of  Christ 
as  present  in  the  elements.  On  this  one  point,  at  least, 
Lutherans  and  Tractarians  are  agreed. 


CHAPTER  I. 

INTRODUCTORY. 

THE  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper  is  not 
merely  an  institution,  a  rite,  a  ceremony ; 
it  is  a  precious  means  of  grace.  It  is  not 
merely  a  sign  of  our  Christian  profession  and  of 
our  union  with  Christ  and  with  one  another; 
but  to  all  who  by  faith  partake  of  it,  it  is  the 
actual  participation  in  His  death,  the  communion 
of  His  body  broken  and  of  His  blood  shed, 
whereby  there  are  conveyed  to  the  soul  '  the  for 
giveness  of  sins  and  all  other  benefits  of  His 
Passion.'  Further,  as  a  result  of  this  participation, 
we  have  the  strengthening  and  perfecting  of  our 
mystical  union  with  Christ  in  His  glorified  life, 
and  through  Him,  and  by  virtue  of  our  union  with 
Him,  have  fellowship  one  with  another. 

It  is  painful  to  approach  such  a  subject,  one  of 
the  most  solemn  and  affecting  that  can  engage  our 
thoughts,  in  a  controversial  spirit. 

We  are  drawing  nigh  to  holy  ground.  All 
that  is  deepest  and  tenderest  in  our  religious 
feelings  has  found  its  natural  centre  and  home  in 
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the  commemoration  of  our  Saviour's  dying  love. 
In  that  Last  Supper  He  asked  to  be  remembered, 
as  He  was  about  to  give  His  body  and  His  blood 
for  the  sin  of  the  world,  and  the  Christian  Church 
has  ever  found  in  that  commemoration  the  highest 
act  of  adoring  worship,  and  a  blessed  Sacrament 
of  strengthening  and  refreshing  to  the  soul.  Men 
may  differ,  as  they  have  differed,  as  to  the  mean 
ing  of  the  Sacrament,  but  no  truly  Christian  heart 
will  wish  to  make  light  of  it.  No  one  would 
question  that  it  is,  when  rightly  used,  a  blessed 
means  of  grace. 

But  all  holy  things  may  be  perverted,  and  have 
been  perverted.  We  know  how  the  very  anxiety 
to  exalt  the  means  of  grace  has  led  to  the  degrada 
tion  of  them,  and  how  superstition  and  idolatry 
have  invaded  the  innermost  shrine  of  the  sanctuary 
of  God.  We  know  how,  at  this  moment,  in  a 
large  part  of  Christendom,  an  exaggerated  and 
undue  importance  has  been  given  to  this  holy 
Sacrament,  so  as  virtually  to  substitute  it  for  all 
other  means  of  grace,  and  how,  together  with 
this,  the  Christian  ministry  has  been  degraded 
into  a  sacrificing  priesthood,  the  laity  have  been 
robbed  of  their  privilege  by  the  withholding  of 
the  cup,  a  grossly  material  conception  has  been 
formed  of  our  Lord's  presence  in  the  Sacrament, 
and  an  extremely  rationalistic  explanation  given 
of  the  manner  of  that  presence. 

Extremes  meeting,  as  usual,  superstition  and 
rationalism  have  combined  to  destroy  the  true 
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nature  of  a  Sacrament.  And  in  our  own  Church, 
what  has  been  called  by  its  authors  the  Catholic 
Revival,  though  it  is  in  truth  only  a  mediaeval 
revival,  has  brought  back  those  very  errors  from 
which  God  of  His  mercy  set  us  free  at  the 
Reformation.  It  was  because  they  would  not 
accept  the  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation  that 
Cranmer,  and  Ridley,  and  Latimer,  and  the  noble 
army  of  our  English  martyrs,  gave  up  their  lives 
to  God  in  the  fires.  And  yet  now,  in  this  nine 
teenth  century,  there  is  publicly  taught,  and  too 
generally  received  among  us,  a  doctrine  which 
scarcely  differs,  except  in  name,  from  the  doctrine 
which  they  abjured.  It  is,  therefore,  very  neces 
sary  to  go  back  to  the  true  and  primitive  view 
which  has  been  so  widely  discarded,  and  to  assert 
again  firmly  the  truths  which  our  Reformers 
asserted. 


i — 2 


CHAPTER   II. 

THE    TEACHING    OF    HOLY    SCRIPTURE. 

OUR  first   step  must    be    to  ascertain  what 
is  the  teaching  of  Holy  Scripture.     Let 
us   examine   the  record.     We   have   four 
accounts  of  the  original  institution  :  three  in  the 
Synoptic   Gospels,  and    one    in    St.   Paul's   First 
Epistle  to  the  Corinthians.    They  are  as  follows  :* 

1.  St.  Matthew  xxvi.  26-29:  '  And  as  they  were 
eating  [the  Passover],  Jesus  took  the  bread  and 
blessed    and    brake    it ;    and    He    gave   it   to  the 
disciples   and   said,  Take,  eat ;   this  is   My  body. 
And  He  took  a  cup  and  gave  thanks,  and  gave  it 
to  them,   saying,   Drink  ye  all  of  it ;   for  this   is 
the  blood  of  the  covenant,  which  is  shed  for  many 
unto  remission  of  sins.     But  I  say  unto  you,  I 
will  not  drink  henceforth  of  this  fruit  of  the  vine 
until  that  day  when  I  drink  it  new  with  you   in 
the  kingdom  of  My  Father.' 

2.  St.   Mark   xiv.    22-25 :    '  And    as    they   were 
eating,  He  took  bread,  and  when  He  had  blessed, 
He  brake  it,  and  gave  it  to  them,  and  said,  Take, 

*  I  accept  the  text  as  given  us  in  the  Revised  Version. 
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eat :  this  is  My  body.  And  He  took  a  cup,  and 
when  He  had  given  thanks  He  gave  it  to  them, 
and  they  all  drank  of  it.  And  He  said  unto  them, 
This  is  My  blood  of  the  [new]  covenant,  which 
is  shed  for  many.  Verily  I  say  unto  you,  I  will 
no  more  drink  of  the  fruit  of  the  vine  until  that 
day  when  I  drink  it  new  in  the  kingdom  of 
God.' 

3.  Luke  xxii.  14-20 :  *  And  when  the  hour  was 
come  He  sat  down,  and  the  Apostles  with  Him. 
And    He   said    unto   them,    With    desire    I    have 
desired   to  eat   this  passover  with  you   before   I 
suffer  ;  for  I  say  unto  you,  I  will  not  eat  it  until  it 
be  fulfilled  in  the  kingdom  of  God.     And  He  re 
ceived  a  cup,  and  when  He  had  given  thanks,  He 
said,  Take  this  and   divide  it  among  yourselves. 
For  I  say  unto  you,  I  will  not  drink  from  hence 
forth  of  the  fruit  of  the  vine  until  the  kingdom  of 
God   be  come.     And   He  took  bread,  and   when 
He  had  given  thanks,  He  brake  it,  and  gave  to 
them,  saying,  This  is   My  body,  which   is  given 
for  you.     Do  this  in  remembrance  of  Me.     And 
the  cup  in  like  manner  after  supper,  saying,  This 
cup  is  the  new  covenant  in  My  blood,  which  is 
poured  out  for  you.' 

4.  i  Cor.  xi.  23-25:    'For    I    received    of  the 
Lord  that  which  I  also  delivered  unto  you  :  That 
the   Lord  Jesus  in   the  night   in  which    He  was 
betrayed    took   bread,  and  when   He    had    given 
thanks,  He  brake  it  and  said,  This  is  My  body, 
which  is  [broken]  for  you:  this  do  in  remembrance 
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of  Me.  In  like  manner  also  the  cup,  after 
supper,  saying,  This  cup  is  the  new  covenant  in 
My  blood.  This  do,  as  oft  as  ye  shall  drink  it,  in 
remembrance  of  Me.' 

These  are  the  four  accounts  of  the  institution, 
and  the  earliest  of  these  is  that  in  the  First 
Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  which  was  probably 
written  within  twenty-five  or  thirty  years  after 
our  Lord's  death.  None  of  the  Gospels  is,  of 
course,  so  early. 

But  St.  Paul  does  not  stop  with  the  mere  fact 
of  the  institution  :  he  proceeds  to  comment  upon 
it.  He  had  been  led,  in  consequence  of  the 
irregularities  connected  with  the  love-feasts  and 
the  profanation  of  the  Lord's  Supper  which 
followed  them,  to  warn  the  Corinthians  against 
these  abuses.  Then,  in  order  to  point  his  rebuke, 
and  to  make  clearer  the  great  peril  of  an  un 
worthy  partaking,  he  goes  on  to  remind  them  of 
the  meaning  of  that  ordinance  as  shown  in  the 
original  institution  (i  Cor.  xi.  23). 

'  For,'  he  says,  '  as  often  as  ye  eat  this  bread 
and  drink  the  cup,  ye  proclaim  the  Lord's  death 
till  He  come.'  This  is  his  interpretation  of  the 
mystery  ;  and  with  this,  and  with  his  account  of 
the  institution,  the  Corinthians,  through  his 
teaching,  as  he  reminds  them,  were  familiar. 
Then  follows  the  warning  against  any  careless  or 
profane  participation  in  that  holy  ordinance : 
'  Wherefore  whosoever  shall  eat  the  bread  or 
drink  the  cup  of  the  Lord  unworthily  shall  be 
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guilty  of  the  body  and  the  blood  of  the  Lord. 
But  let  a  man  prove  himself,  and  so  let  him 
eat  of  the  bread  and  drink  of  the  cup.  For  he 
that  eateth  and  drinketh,  eateth  and  drinketh 
judgement  to  himself,  if  he  discern  (discriminate) 
not  the  body.  For  this  cause  many  among  you 
are  weak  and  sickly,  and  not  a  few  sleep.  But  if 
we  discerned  (discriminated)  ourselves  we  should 
not  be  judged;  but  when  we  are  judged  we  are 
chastened  of  the  Lord,  that  we  may  not  be  con 
demned  with  the  world.  Wherefore,  my  brethren, 
when  ye  come  together  to  eat,  wait  one  for 
another.  If  any  man  is  hungry  let  him  eat  at 
home,  that  your  coming  together  be  not  unto 
judgement.  And  the  rest  will  I  set  in  order 
whensoever  I  come.' 

I  have  given  the  whole  passage,  though  at 
present  I  am  only  concerned  with  the  former  part 
of  it.  I  shall  have  occasion  to  touch  upon  the 
latter  part  elsewhere. 

What  is  it  that  St.  Paul  teaches  us  ? 

First  of  all,  he  declares  that  he  had  received 
the  account  of  the  institution  of  the  Lord's 
Supper  by  direct  revelation  from  the  Lord.  This 
at  least  is,  I  think,  the  most  probable  interpreta 
tion  of  the  words,  '  I  received  of  the  Lord  that 
which  I  also  delivered  unto  you.' 

Next,  he  gives  the  account  of  the  institution 
itself,  not  differing  very  materially  from  what  we 
find  in  the  Gospels,  and  especially  in  St.  Luke, 
though  he  omits  the  words,  '  Take,  eat,'  and  uses 
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the  shorter  form,  found  also  in  St.  Matthew  and 
St.  Mark,  '  This  is  My  body  for  you/*  instead  of 
the  fuller,  '  My  body,  which  is  given,  or  broken, 
for  you.' 

Thirdly,  he  lays  down  the  meaning  and  purpose 
of  the  whole  ordinance  :  '  As  often  as  ye  eat  this 
bread  and  drink  this  cup  ye  proclaim  (announce, 
publish  abroad,  KarayyeXXe-re-f)  the  Lord's  death 
till  He  come.'  The  Lord's  Supper,  then,  was  to 
be  a  perpetual  showing  forth  of  the  Lord's  death, 
of  His  sacrifice  upon  the  Cross,  until  His  coming 
again ;  consequently,  the  partaking  of  the  Sacra 
ment  must  be  a  partaking  of  His  death,  of  His  body 
broken,  and  His  blood  shed.  We  cannot  be  too 
explicit  on  this  point.  In  the  warning  that  follows 
against  an  unworthy  participation  of  the  elements, 
the  same  truth  is  taught.  To  eat  the  bread,  or  drink 
the  cup,  unworthily  is  to  be  guilty  of  the  body  and 
blood  of  the  Lord.  For  a  man  to  do  this  is  to  eat 
and  drink  judgement  to  himself,  if,  coming  in  care 
less,  irreverent  mood,  he  '  discern  not  the  body.' 
The  expression  is  somewhat  obscure,  and  some 
interpreters  would  explain  it  as  meaning,  '  if  he 
discern  not  Christ's  mystical  body,  the  Church  '  in 
the  Sacrament,  an  interpretation  which  finds 
some  support  in  what  St.  Paul  has  said  in 
chapter  x.  as  to  '  the  one  loaf  typifying  the  com- 

*  St.  Chrysostom,  however,  had  eXw/itvov  in  his  text. 

t  KttTrtyytXXan'  cannot  possibly  mean  'exhibit  before  God.'  The 
broken  bitad  and  the  poured  out  wine  are  a  proclamation  to  the 
Church  and  to  the  world  of  Christ's  death.  Compare  St.  Paul's  use 
of  this  same  word  in  chapter  ii.,  verse  I,  of  this  Epistle, 
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munion  of  Christians  one  with  another.  '  We 
the  many,'  he  says,  '  are  one  loaf,  one  body.' 
That  was,  no  doubt,  another,  and  a  very  important, 
aspect  of  the  Holy  Communion,  and  one  which 
in  our  modern  theology  has  been  too  much  over 
looked.  But  beyond  the  fact  that  in  the  earlier 
passage  there  is  this  reference,  here  there  is 
nothing  to  suggest  it.  Here  the  general  scope  of 
the  context  is  the  other  way.  Here  it  is  the  '  death ' 
of  the  Lord  ;  it  is  His  body  broken  and  His  blood 
shed  which  are  prominent  in  the  Apostle's  thoughts, 
and  which  colour  his  language.  Nor,  indeed,  is  it 
very  evident  why  the  non-discerning  of  the  Chris 
tian  body,  the  Church,  in  the  Eucharist  should 
have  called  forth  such  solemn  warning.  *  If  he 
discern  not  the  body'  can  only  mean  here,  'if  he 
discern  not  that  the  Sacrament  is  a  Sacrament  of 
our  redemption  by  Christ's  death.'  The  discern 
ing  of  ourselves  can  only  refer  to  the  due  pre 
paration  for  the  reception  of  the  Sacrament.  The 
profanation  is  the  profanation  of  disregarding 
Christ's  death,  the  guilt  of  partaking  carelessly 
and  irreverently,  without  understanding  that  the 
Sacrament  means  nothing  less,  than  an  actual 
participation  in  that  death  as  a  sacrifice  for  sin. 
This  is  '  not  to  discern  the  body.' 

5.  The  other  passage  in  which  St.  Paul  touches 
on  this  subject  (chap.  x.  14-22)  is  of  a  different 
character,  as  it  springs  out  of  a  different  occasion. 
He  had  been  warning  the  Corinthians  against  the 
great  peril  of  idolatry  by  the  example  of  their 
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forefathers  in  the  wilderness,  who  because  they 
had  joined  themselves  to  idols  had  been  over 
thrown  and  perished.  Christians,  says  the 
Apostle,  are  guilty  of  a  like  idolatry,  if  they  par 
take  of  the  sacrificial  banquets  of  the  heathen. 
The  idol,  it  is  true,  is  nothing  in  the  world,  but 
the  worshippers  of  idols  regard  them  as  the  re 
presentatives  of  unseen  spiritual  powers.  Their 
sacrifices,  therefore,  are  sacrifices  to  those  powers, 
to  demons,  and  not  to  God.  Christians  have 
their  own  sacrificial  feast  which  binds  them  in 
allegiance  to  Christ.  How  can  they  be  partakers 
at  one  and  the  same  time  of  the  Lord's  table 
and  the  table  of  demons  ?  The  great  Christian 
Sacrament  which  is  the  commemoration  of  Christ's 
death  is  of  itself  a  solemn  protest  against  any 
such  profanation  ;  and  to  be  guilty  of  such  pro 
fanation  is  to  provoke  the  Lord  to  jealousy,  and 
to  bring  down  His  wrath  upon  the  offenders  now, 
as  of  old  upon  the  idolatrous  Israelites  in  the 
wilderness. 

'  I  speak  as  unto  wise  men,'  says  the  Apostle  ; 
'  judge  ye  what  I  say.  The  cup  of  blessing  which 
we  bless,  is  it  not  the  communion  (participation) 
of  the  blood  of  Christ  ?  The  bread  which  we 
break,  is  it  not  the  communion  (participation)  of 
the  body  of  Christ  ?  seeing  that  we  who  are  many 
are  one  bread  (loaf),  one  body  ;  for  we  all  partake 
of  the  one  bread  (loaf).  Behold,  Israel  after  the 
flesh  :  have  not  they  which  eat  the  sacrifices  com 
munion  with  the  altar?  What  say  I  then? 
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That  a  thing  sacrificed  to  idols  is  anything  ?  Or 
that  an  idol  is  anything  ?  But  I  say  that  the 
things  which  the  Gentiles  sacrifice,  they  sacrifice 
to  devils  (demons),  and  not  to  God  ;  and  I  would 
not  that  ye  should  have  communion  with  devils. 
Ye  cannot  drink  the  cup  of  the  Lord  and  the  cup 
of  devils  ;  ye  cannot  partake  of  the  table  of  the 
Lord  and  of  the  table  of  devils.  Or  do  we 
provoke  the  Lord  to  jealousy  ?  Are  we  stronger 
than  He?' 

There  is  no  mention  here  of  the  original  insti 
tution  ;  it  is  taken  for  granted  ;  but  there  is  the 
same  careful  discrimination  of  the  two  elements 
in  Communion — the  bread  and  the  wine,  the  body 
and  the  blood,*  and  it  is  noticeable  that  the  cup 
is  here  placed  before  the  bread,  whether  in  marked 
contrast  to  the  libations  at  the  heathen  sacrifices 
which  the  Apostle  had  in  his  eye,  or  because  he 
desired  to  bring  into  prominence  the  shedding  of 
Christ's  blood  on  the  cross. 

But   here    there   is   an   aspect   of  the    Supper 

*  '  The  blood  and  body  of  Christ  express  and  describe  one  and 
the  same  notion  of  Christ  crucified.  The  communion  of  the  Body 
and  Blood  of  Christ,  so  far  as  the  meaning  is  concerned,  is  equiva 
lent  to  the  communion  of  Christ  crucified.  (See  Eichhorn,  "Biblioth. 
der  bibl.  Liter.,"  vi.  759,  etc.)  But  inasmuch  as  the  bread  is  the 
(effectual)  sign  and  token  of  the  body  of  the  Lord  slain  for  us,  and 
the  wine  of  His  blood  shed  on  the  cross,  and  our  Divine  Redeemer 
Himself  gave  the  two  separately  to  His  disciples,  each  must  be  kept 
distinct,  and  separately  be  represented  to  our  minds,  in  such  wise 
that  the  communion  of  the  body  of  Christ  must  be  referred  to  the 
death  of  Christ  generally,  and  the  communion  of  the  blood  of 
Christ  specifically  to  the  bloody  death  which  He  endured  for  us.'— 
Heydenreich,  '  Comm.  in  Priorem  D.  Panli  ad  Cor.  Epistolam,' 
cap.  x,  vv.  15,  1 6,  p.  109. 
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brought  before  us,  which  we  do  not  find  in 
chap.  xi.  Here  it  is  exhibited  not  merely  as  a 
commemoration,  or  showing  forth,  of  Christ's 
death,  but  as  an  actual  participation  in  that 
death. 

Just  in  the  same  way  as  the  Jew  by  partaking 
of  the  sacrifice  offered  to  God  on  the  altar  signified 
that  he  was  a  worshipper  of  Jehovah,  just  as  the 
heathen  by  partaking  of  the  sacrificial  banquets 
in  honour  of  his  gods  professed  his  belief  in  those 
gods,  so  the  Christian  in  partaking  of  the  bread 
and  wine,  the  memorials  of  his  Lord's  passion, 
becomes  in  a  very  real  sense  a  partaker  in  Christ's 
sacrifice,  and  of  all  the  benefits  which  He  by  His 
precious  blood-shedding  hath  obtained  for  all  who 
believe  in  Him.  How,  then,  is  it  possible,  the 
Apostle  argues,  for  a  Christian  to  take  part  in  the 
heathen  banquets  in  honour  of  their  idols,  and  so 
virtually  to  do  homage  to  those  idols,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  partake  of  the  Lord's  table  ?  It  is 
a  wrong  done  to  Christ  ;  Christ  and  idolatry 
are  far  asunder  as  the  poles.  You  cannot 
be  an  idolater  and  a  Christian  at  the  same 
time. 

But  there  is  yet  a  further  meaning  in  this  com 
munion*  (KOIVWVIO).  Not  only  are  we  brought 
into  communion  with  the  body  and  blocd  of 

*  Two  of  the  earliest  names  for  the  Holy  Communion  are  found  in 
these  two  passages  of  St.  Paul's  Epistles,  here  '  Communion,'  and 
in  chapter  xi.  'The  Lord's  Supper.'  A  still  earlier  and  very 
significant  name  was  '  the  Breaking  of  the  Bread,'  but  this  seems 
never  to  have  rooted  itself  in  the  Christian  Church. 
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Christ  and  united  to  Him  by  faith  in  His  sacrifice 
and  atoning  work  when  we  partake  of  the  Lord's 
Supper,  but  we  are  brought  into  communion  also 
with  the  whole  assembly  of  His  saints,  for  whom 
no  less  than  for  ourselves  He  gave  His  body  and 
shed  His  blood.  In  the  one  bread,  the  one  loaf, 
St.  Paul  saw  a  speaking  type  or  figure  of  the  unity 
of  the  Christian  Church.  He  passes  from  the 
thought  of  the  body  of  our  Lord  broken  for  us 
and  given  to  us  in  the  Eucharistic  feast  to  the 
thought  of  the  mystical  body  of  Christ  represented 
to  us  by  the  one  unbroken  loaf.  The  bread  on 
which  we  feed  is,  it  is  true,  His  body  broken  on 
the  cross,  the  wine  which  we  drink  is  His  blood 
shed  on  the  cross.  But  He  has  another  body  of 
which  this  Sacrament  reminds  us.  The  Church 
is  His  body.  The  loaf  unbroken  represents  it. 
In  partaking  of  the  loaf  we  express  our  com 
munion,  our  fellowship  one  with  another.  The 
one  loaf  is  a  witness  to  us  of  our  oneness  in 
Christ.  Just  as  the  loaf  of  bread,  though  con 
sisting  of  many  grains  of  wheat,  is  nevertheless 
one,  so  we  Christians,  being  many,  are  one 
body.*  By  a  common  rite  in  which  we  all  share 
we  claim  our  place  in  the  Christian  society  and 
brotherhood  as  worshippers  of  the  same  Lord, 
professing  the  same  faith,  members  of  the  same 

*  See  a  similar  illustration  in  the  early  Christian  writing,  the 
'  Didache,'  chapter  ix.,  'Just  as  this  broken  bread  was  scattered 
abroad  over  the  mountains,  and  being  brought  together  was  made 
one,  so  let  Thy  Church  be  brought  together  from  the  ends  of  the 
earth  into  Thy  kingdom.' 
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Church,  partakers  of  the  same  blessings,  heirs  of 
the  same  eternal  life. 

Now,  in  these  two  passages  of  this  Epistle  we 
have  all  that  the  New  Testament  directly  teaches 
us  as  to  the  Lord's  Supper.  It  is  a  Sacrament  of 
His  death  ;  a  showing  forth  of  that  death,  a  par 
ticipation  in  that  death,  a  bond  of  Christian  love 
and  fellowship,  a  communion  of  saints. 

These  passages  are  not  only  the  most  important 
as  being  the  earliest  account  of  the  institution  ; 
they  are  the  most  important  as  giving  us  the 
earliest  comment  on  the  spiritual  meaning  of  the 
Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper. 

6.  St.  John  vi.  52-65. — There  is  yet  another 
passage,  the  well-known  passage  in  the  sixth 
chapter  of  St.  John's  Gospel,  which  has  a 
bearing,  though  not  a  direct  bearing,  on  the 
doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper.  It  has  been 
constantly  misunderstood,  and  requires  careful 
consideration.  As  Waterland  reminds  us,  the 
difference  between  '  interpretation  '  and  *  applica 
tion  '  must  be  borne  in  mind.  We  cannot  interpret 
St.  John  vi.  of  the  Holy  Communion,  though  much 
that  our  Lord  says  there  may  find  its  application  in 
that  sacrament.  That  our  Lord's  words  could  not 
refer  primarily  to  the  Holy  Communion  is  obvious, 
How  could  they  so  refer  when  the  Sacrament  was 
not  yet  instituted  ?  How  could  they  so  refer 
when  we  remember  to  whom  our  Lord  was 
speaking  ?  He  was  speaking  in  the  synagogue  at 
Capernaum  to  the  gross  and  carnal  multitudes 
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who  followed  Him  because  He  had  fed  them  with 
the  loaves  and  fishes.  They  wanted  an  earthly 
captain,  who  would  provide  for  their  earthly 
needs ;  and  He  laid  down  for  ever  the  necessity 
of  the  spiritual  partaking  and  the  spiritual  food 
for  all  who  would  have  everlasting  life.  The 
people  had  eaten  of  the  loaves :  their  highest 
blessing  would  be  to  eat  the  Son  of  man.  He 
was  the  true  bread :  they  that  ate  Him  should 
live  by  Him.  Without  this  eating  there  was  no 
life,  and  no  resurrection  (v.  53).  And  further, 
this  eating  leads  necessarily  to  life.  Observe,  there 
is  no  qualification,  there  is  nothing  about  eating 
'  worthily  '  or  '  unworthily.'  It  is  absolutely  and 
always  true,  '  Except  ye  eat  the  flesh  of  the  Son 
of  man  and  drink  His  blood,  ye  have  no  life  in 
you  ';  '  he  that  eateth  Me  shall  live  by  Me.'  But 
if  those  words  referred  to  the  Holy  Communion, 
and  the  partaking  of  Christ  in  that  ordinance, 
then  it  must  follow  that  no  patriarch,  prophet, 
or  saint  of  old  had  eternal  life,  then  our  Lord's 
own  disciples  had  no  life  in  them  before  the 
institution  of  the  Sacrament.  But  our  Lord  has 
nowhere  said,  Scripture  has  nowhere  said,  '  Except 
ye  partake  of  the  Holy  Communion,  ye  have  no 
life  in  you.'  All  that  is  spoken  in  that  chapter  of 
St.  John  of  *  eating  the  bread  which  came  down 
from  heaven,  eating  the  flesh  of  the  Son  of  man, 
eating  His  flesh  and  drinking  His  blood,  of  eating 
Him,  eating  the  bread  which  cometh  down  from 
heaven,'  has  no  direct  reference  to  the  Holy 
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Communion,  and  cannot  be  prophetic  of  that 
Sacrament.*  They  are  spiritual  realities  which 
our  Lord  sets  forth,  '  with  which  no  external  act 
as  such  can  be  co-extensive. 't 

1  Believe  and  thou  hast  eaten,'  says  St.  Augus 
tine.  Faith  makes  us  partakers  of  Christ.  By 
faith  we  feed  on  Him  ;  by  faith  we  are  one  with 
Him.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Holy  Communion 
is  a  means  of  our  feeding  on  Christ.  The  truth 
which  is  presented  to  us  in  these  words  of  our 
blessed  Lord  as  an  everlasting  truth,  irrespective 
of  all  times  and  ordinances,  is  taught  us  also  in 
the  Holy  Communion ;  it  finds  its  application 
there.  The  act  of  partaking  gathers  it  up,  so  to 
speak,  and  presents  it  to  us  in  a  form  calculated 
to  arrest  and  impress  our  minds.  It  compels  us 
to  reflect.  There  are  other  hours  in  which  we 
feed  on  Christ ;  there  are  other  times  of  deep  and 
blessed  communion  with  Him  ;  there  are  other 
seasons  of  which  it  may  be  said  : 

'  Sweet  the  moments,  rich  in  blessing, 
Which  beneath  the  Cross  I  spend, 
Life  and  health  and  peace  possessing, 
From  the  sinner's  dying  Friend.' 


*  It  should  be  observed  that  in  St.  John  vi.  our  Lord  speaks  of 
His  Jlcsh  as  that  which  is  to  be  eaten  ;  in  all  the  accounts  of  the 
institution  of  the  Lord's  Supper  He  speaks  of  His  body. 

f  Bishop  Westcott,  '  Commentary  on  St.  John  vi.,'  whose  exposi 
tion  is  full  of  the  deepest  spiritual  insight.  I  give  in  the  Appendix 
his  interpretation  of  the  passage  at  more  length.  Waterland's  in 
terpretation  is  very  similar.  See  Appendices  A  and  B. 

The  passage  in  Heb.  xiii.  10,  which  lias  sometimes  been  inter 
preted  as  referring  to  the  Holy  Communion,  but  which  really  has  no 
reference  to  it  whatever,  will  be  found  fully  discussed  in  Appendix  C. 
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That  is  true  in  the  secret  chamber,  true  in 
the  public  worship.*  But  in  the  Supper  we  are 
called  upon  to  '  remember.'  Our  dull  and  slug 
gish  souls  are  stirred  and  kindled  afresh ;  our 
wandering  thoughts  are  recalled.  Christ  our 
Lord  is  seated  again  at  the  Table  dispensing  to 
us  with  His  pierced  Hands  the  sacred  memorials 
of  His  passion  '  to  our  great  and  endless  comfort.' 
We  adore  Him  not  as  veiled  under  the  forms  of 
bread  and  wine,  but  as  imparting  to  us  by  means 
of  these  His  creatures,  consecrated  to  that  end, 
the  precious  virtue  of  His  atoning  sacrifice. 

But  now,  looking  at  the  language  of  St.  Paul, 
as  directly  teaching  us  the  meaning  of  the  Holy 
Communion,  looking  at  the  language  of  St.  John 
as  having  a  bearing  upon  the  Holy  Communion, 
though  not  a  primary  reference  to  it,  how  different 
it  all  is  from  the  strange  fantastic  systems  of 
Church  theology  that  have  been  grafted  on  these  ! 
What  a  vast  parasitic  overgrowth  of  error  has 
disguised  and  disfigured  the  simple  truths  of  the 
Gospel !  Christ  instituted  that  Sacrament  as  the 
Sacrament  of  His  death.  It  was  His  body  broken 
and  His  blood  shed  which  were  given  in  it.  It  was 
His  death  St.  Paul  said,  which  was  proclaimed  by 

*  St.  Jerome  believed  it  to  be  true  in  the  reading  of  Holy 
Scripture.  He  says  :  '  Inasmuch  as  the  flesh  of  the  Lord  is  meat 
indeed,  and  His  blood  is  drink  indeed,  by  way  of  inference  (juxta 
dvayiuyrjv)  this  is  the  only  good  we  have  in  the  present  world,  if 
we  eat  His  flesh  and  drink  His  blood,  not  only  in  the  mystery  [ot 
the  Eucharist],  but  also  in  the  reading  of  the  Scriptures,  For  the 
true  meat  and  drink  which  is  derived  from  the  Word  of  God  is  the 
knowledge  of  the  Scriptures.' — Comm.  on  £cc/.,  iii.  12,  13,  Opp. 
ed.  Migne,  torn.  iii.  413. 

2 


1 8    The  Doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper 

it  till  His  coming  again.  All  who  partake  of  the 
bread  and  wine  feed  on  that  death.  Spiritually, 
they  eat  His  body  and  drink  His  blood.  They  feed 
not  on  the  glorified  risen  Christ,  but  on  Christ  our 
Passover,  who  was  sacrificed  for  us.  Spiritually, 
all  the  virtue  of  that  precious  death  becomes 
theirs  ;  they  obtain  by  it  remission  of  their  sins 
and  all  other  benefits  of  His  passion.  And 
further,  it  is  a  realization  of  that  Christian  fellow 
ship  and  communion  one  with  another  which  is 
symbolized  by  the  one  loaf.  There  is  not  one 
word  here  of  any  priesthood,  or  offering,  or 
sacrifice,  or  presence  under  the  form  of  bread 
and  wine.  How  different,  I  say,  is  all  this  from 
later  systems  of  theology,  from  all  that  is  now 
so  frequently  and  so  passionately  asserted  as 
necessary  to  salvation  ! 


CHAPTER  III. 

THE    PLACE    OF   THE    HOLY    COMMUNION    IN   THE 
NEW    TESTAMENT. 

^  I  ^HERE  is  another  point  on  which  I  cannot 
forbear  remarking,  viz.  the  different  place 
which  the  Holy  Communion  occupies  in 
the  New  Testament,  relatively  to  other  truths, 
from  that  which  it  occupies  in  certain  modern 
teaching.  In  three  of  the  Gospels  we  have 
merely  the  institution  of  the  Sacrament.  In  the 
First  Epistle  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Corinthians, 
we  have  an  account  both  of  the  institution  and 
of  its  doctrinal  significance.  And  that  is  all. 
And  yet  we  are  told  now,  that  it  is  not  only 
a  precious  means  of  grace,  which  we  all  thank 
fully  acknowledge,  but  a  great  and  solemn  sacri 
fice — a  re-presentation  by  the  priest  on  earth 
of  that  which  the  Great  Intercessor  is  doing  in 
heaven,  who  is  there  re-presenting  His  one  sacri 
fice  before  the  Father.  Turn  to  the  Epistle  to 
the  Hebrews,  that  splendid  interpretation  of  the 
Old  Testament,  that  grand  exposition  of  all  the 
sacrifices  of  the  law; — there,  if  anywhere,  surely 

2 — 2 
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we  should  have  looked  for  some  reference,  some 
allusion  to  this  doctrine,  if  it  were  true ;  yet,  so 
absolutely  silent  is  that  Epistle,  that  even  when 
the  writer  is  setting  forth  the  priesthood  of  Mel- 
chisedec,  as  the  type  and  pattern  of  our  Lord's 
priesthood,  he  says  not  one  word  of  that  on  which 
later  writers  have  seized  so  eagerly  as  typical  of 
the  Eucharist,  the  fact  that  Melchisedec  brought 
forth  bread  and  wine,  when  he  met  Abraham  on 
his  return  from  battle.  The  Fathers  are  eloquent 
on  this  point,  the  Fathers  see  here  a  prophecy  of 
the  Eucharist.  The  author  of  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews,  though  he  dwells  more  than  any  other 
writer  on  the  significance  of  the  Old  Testament, 
though  he  enlarges  upon  the  priesthood  of  Mel 
chisedec,  though  he  says  that  he  was  made  like 
unto,  designed  to  be  a  pattern  of,  the  Son  of 
God  in  His  eternal  priesthood,  yet  does  not 
so  much  as  allude  to  this  particular  in  the 
narrative. 

We  are  told  that  the  partaking  of  the  Eucharist 
is  the  means  by  which  our  union  with  Christ  is 
maintained.  We  are  incorporated  into  Him  in 
baptism,  that  is  the  beginning  of  our  union  with 
Him ;  and  in  the  Holy  Communion,  and  by 
means  of  that  alone,  it  is  said  that  our  spiritual 
life  is  cherished  and  maintained.  Turn  to  the 
Epistle  to  the  Ephesians,  that  Epistle  which 
more  than  any  other  enters  into  the  heights  and 
depths  of  the  spiritual  life,  that  Epistle  which 
more  than  any  other  speaks  of  the  spiritual  in- 
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dwelling  of  Christ  in  the  heart  of  the  believer, 
and  from  beginning  to  end  there  is  no  allusion  to 
the  Holy  Communion. 

We  are  told  that  this  great  festival  is  not  only 
the  chief  feast  of  the  Church  and  her  greatest  act 
of  worship,  but  that  it  should  be  invested  with 
solemn  awe,  and  that  rites  and  ceremonies  and 
vestments  should  be  multiplied  in  order  to  clothe 
it  with  fitting  splendour,  and  to  do  honour  to  the 
Saviour  present  in  the  Sacrament,  who  is  there 
to  be  adored  under  the  forms  of  bread  and  wine. 
Turn  to  the  Pastoral  Epistles  of  St.  Paul,  so  full 
of  instruction  to  the  Christian  minister  as  to  the 
discharge  of  his  duties,  and  yet  not  only  does  he 
nowhere  say  a  word  of  any  priestly  functions  to 
be  exercised  by  the  minister,  but  from  beginning 
to  end  there  is  not  a  single  allusion  to  the  Lord's 
Supper.* 

But  I  would  not  be  misunderstood.  I  would 
not  utter  a  word  that  might  seem  to  make  light 
of  that  Holy  Sacrament,  to  discourage  attendance 
at  it,  or  to  speak  as  if  it  were  a  matter  of  indiffer 
ence.  They  who  love  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  in 
sincerity  and  truth  will  love  to  remember  Him, 
and  most  of  all  will  they  love  to  remember  Him 
where  He  Himself  asks  them  to  remember  Him, 
in  the  Holy  Supper  of  His  dying  love.  In  that 

*  Add  to  all  this  the  significant  fact,  that  whereas  the  other 
Sacrament  of  Baptism  has  its  place  as  an  article  of  faith  in  the 
Creeds,  belief  in  the  Eucharist  is  not  required,  although  belief  in 
the  Communion  of  Saints  is. 
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Holy  Sacrament  He  gives  to  all  who  draw  near 
with  repentance  and  faith  His  very  body  to  be 
their  spiritual  food  and  His  very  blood  to  be  their 
spiritual  drink.  None  will  deny  that  we  may  draw 
life  there  from  His  wounded  side,  and  find  the 
pardon  of  our  sins  to  our  great  and  endless  com 
fort — there,  though  not  only  there — there  in  a 
solemn  act  of  recollection,  done  in  obedience  to 
His  dying  command.  But  what  I  am  desirous  of 
pointing  out  is  that  there  may  be  a  morbid  and 
unhealthy  exaggeration  of  truth  ;  Holy  Scripture 
does  not  make  the  Holy  Communion  the  centre 
and  pivot  of  the  Christian  life.  It  is  a  blessed 
means  of  grace,  it  may  be  the  highest  means,  but 
it  is  only  a  means,  and  it  is  not  the  only  means.* 
And  if  we  are  to  preach  the  truth,  as  St.  Paul  and 
St.  Peter  and  St.  John  preached  it,  we  shall  be 
careful  to  present  all  parts  of  Divine  truth  in  their 
proper  relation  to  one  another,  and  not  to  dwell 
on  one  to  the  disregard  of  all  others.  It  is 
possible  so  to  isolate  a  truth  as  to  distort  it  and 
all  other  truths  in  consequence.  It  is  possible  so 
to  insist  upon  an  external  act  as  to  substitute  it 
for,  or  at  least  to  eclipse,  the  spiritual  truth  which 
it  signifies.  And  when  we  see  how  the  very  sense 

*.  In  the  Reformatio  Legum  ('De  ILxresibus,'  cap.  xix.)  the 
Reformers  said  :  '  Denique  nullam  relinquimus  majorem  Eucharistire 
venerationem  quam  Baptismi  et  verbi  Dei.'  In  1559  Bishop  Geste 
told  Cecil :  4  Because  it  is  thought  sufficient  to  use  but  a  surplice 
in  baptizing,  preaching  and  praying,  therefore  it  is  enough  for  the 
celebrating  of  the  Communion.  For  if  we  should  use  another 
garment  herein,  it  should  seem  to  teach  in  that  higher  and  better 
things  be  given  by  it  than  is  given  by  the  other  service,  which  u<e 
must  not  believe.' 
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of  the  blessedness  of  the  Sacrament,  how  the  very 
feelings  of  reverence  and  awe  and  tender  affection 
which  it  has  called  forth,  as  the  memorial  of  our 
Lord's  dying  love,  have  led  to  the  most  grievous 
perversion,  how  worship  has  degenerated  into 
idolatry,  how  the  spiritual  has  been  degraded  into 
the  material,  how  Christians  have  fallen  back  into 
conceptions  scarcely  less  gross  and  carnal  than 
those  of  the  Jews  at  Capernaum,  we  cannot  be 
too  careful  lest  we  be  taken  in  the  net  of  the  same 
error. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

THE    REAL    PRESENCE. 

RECENT  controversy  has  turned  on  two 
points  connected  with  the  Sacrament,  and 
on  both  of  these  I  shall  say  a  few  words, 
not  indeed  that  I  can  exhaust  the  subject  on 
which  volumes  have  been  written,  but  I  shall 
endeavour  to  place  each  of  these  points  in  its 
true  light,  because  I  feel  satisfied  that  a  great 
deal  of  false  and  unscriptural  teaching  is  prevalent 
concerning  them. 

The  first  of  these  is  what  is  called  the  doctrine 
of  the  Real  Presence,  and  the  second  is  the 
Eucharistic  Sacrifice. 

The  term  *  Real  Presence  '  is  comparatively 
novel.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been  in  use 
before  the  sixteenth  century.*  The  Church  of 

*  It  appears  first  in  a  Letter  (A.D.  1504)  from  the  Hussites  to 
Ladislaus,  in  which  they  observe  that  '  the  words  of  our  Saviour 
Jesus  Christ  said  nothing  of  the  Real  Presence,'  which,  however, 
shows  that  the  term  was  already  in  use.  But  it  has  by  no  means 
been  so  commonly  adopted  as  is  generally  supposed.  '  Bishop 
Montagu,  in  the  second  or  third  decade  of  the  seventeenth  century, 
is  the  earliest  of  our  post-Reformation  writers  to  whom  Dr.  Pusey's 
collections  have  enabled  me  to  trace  its  use  as  expressive  of  their 
doctrine.  .  .  .  But  Bishop  M  )ntagu's  doctrine  was  not  of  "  the 
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England  has  nowhere  adopted  it,  and  no  loyal 
Churchman  is  bound  to  adopt  an  expression 
which  is  foreign  to  our  English  Liturgy,  and  for 
which  there  is  no  sanction  either  in  Scripture,  or 
in  primitive  antiquity.  No  doubt  it  has  been 
made  use  of  by  Hooker,  and  by  others  of  our 
great  divines,  but,  as  I  believe,  in  a  sense  very 
different  from  that  in  which  it  appears  in  much 
of  our  modern  theology,  if  such  it  may  be  called.* 
I  do  not  know  that  the  true  doctrine  of  the 
Church  of  England  on  this  point  has  ever  been 
more  clearly  stated,  than  it  was  by  the  late  learned 
Bishop  of  Exeter  (Bishop  Philpotts)  in  his  '  Letters 
to  the  late  Charles  Butler.'t  The  title  prefixed 
to  the  letters  is,  '  On  the  Insuperable  Differences 
which  separate  the  Church  of  England  from  the 
Church  of  Rome.'  After  observing  that  '  the 

Real  Presence"  as  it  is  now  taught.'  He  says:  'The  manner  we 
know  not ;  we  do  not  busy  ourselves  about  a  manner  that  lies 
beyond  all  investigaiion.  The  thing  we  believe  that  was  done,  and 
we  embrace  what  He  Himself  said,  This  is  My  body,  this  is  My 
blood.  Of  late  we  were  very  ignorantly  said  to  have  denied  the 
Real  Presence  of  that  Body  and  Blood  which  are  given  to  us  in  a 
figure  to  eat  and  to  drink.  Ceitainly  in  the  English  Liturgy  we 
never  call  them  (the  elements)  bread  and  wine  (after  consecration), 
as  before,  but  the  Body  and  Blood.  For  these  elements  exhibit  in 
reality,  as  all  the  Sacraments  instituted  by  Christ  do  exhibit,  that 
which  they  figure.  So  it  is  not  this  Body  formed  in  the  Virgin's 
womb  and  issuing  thence,  but  it  is  mystically  represented.  So  also 
the  body  of  the  Church  is  the  true  and  real  Body  of  Christ,  but  not 
carnal.' — QiavQpw-mKov,  London,  1640,  ii.,  pp.  250,  259,  266, 
284,  289,  quoted  by  Vogan,  'True  Doctrine  of  the  Eucharist,' 
pp.  225,  226.  After  Montagu  the  term  was  adopted  by  White,  Laud, 
Bramhall,  Cosin,  L'Estrange,  Sharp  and  \Vheatley,  but  in  a  sense, 
and  for  a  doctrine,  altogether  different  from  that  which  Dr.  Pusey 
has  advocated. 

*  See  Appendices  D,  E,  F,  G,  H. 

t  Pp.  120,  121,  edition  1866. 
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Church  of  Rome  holds  that  the  body  and  blood 
of  Christ  are  present  under  the  accidents  of  bread 
and  wine  ;  the  Church  of  England  holds  that 
their  real  presence  is  in  the  soul  of  the  communicant 
at  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper,'  which, 
as  we  know,  was  Hooker's  view,  he  then  proceeds 
to  state  '  more  fully  what  is  indeed  the  doctrine 
of  our  Church  on  this  subject.  She  holds,  then, 
that  after  the  consecration  of  the  bread  and  wine 
they  are  changed,  not  in  their  nature,  but  in  their 
use  ;  that,  instead  of  nourishing  our  bodies  only, 
they  now  are  instruments  by  which,  when  worthily 
received,  God  gives  to  our  souls  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ  to  nourish  and  sustain  them. 
But  this  is  not  a  fictitious  or  imaginary  exhibition 
of  our  crucified  Redeemer  to  us,  but  a  real,  though 
spiritual  one,  more  real  indeed,  because  more 
effectual,  than  the  carnal  exhibition  and  manduca- 
tion  of  Him  could  be  (for  the  flesh  profiteth 
nothing).  In  the  same  manner,  then,  as  our  Lord 
Himself  said,  "  I  am  the  true  bread  that  came  down 
from  heaven  "  (not  meaning  thereby  that  He  was 
a  lump  of  baked  dough,  or  manna,  but  the  true 
means  of  sustaining  the  true  life  of  man,  which 
is  spiritual,  not  corporeal),  so  in  the  Sacrament, 
to  the  worthy  receiver  of  the  consecrated  elements, 
though  in  their  nature  mere  bread  and  wine,  are 
yet  given  truly,  really,  and  effectively,  the  crucified 
body  and  blood  of  Christ — that  body  and  blood 
which  were  the  instruments  of  man's  redemption, 
and  upon  which  our  spiritual  life  and  strength 
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solely  depend.  It  is  in  this  sense  that  the  crucified 
Jesus  is  present  in  the  Sacrament  of  His  Supper, 
not  in,  nor  with  the  bread  and  wine,  nor  under 
their  accidents,  but  in  the  souls  of  the  com 
municants  ;  not  carnally,  but  effectually  and  fruit 
fully,  and  therefore  most  really.'  In  support  of 
this  statement  as  to  the  doctrine  of  our  Church, 
the  bishop  appeals  to  the  words  of  the  Twenty- 
eighth  Article,  and  the  language  of  the  Church 
Catechism  and  that  of  the  Communion  Service, 
and  he  might  have  appealed  to  the  language  of 
our  great  divines,  e.g.,  that  of  Archbishop  Bramhall 
in  his  answer  to  M.  de  la  Milleticre  :  '  It  was  not 
for  nothing  that  our  Saviour  did  distinguish  His 
body  from  His  blood,  not  only  in  the  con 
secration,  but  also  in  the  distribution  of  the 
Sacrament.' 

Waterland*  is  no  less  explicit.  He  says  that 
St.  Paul's  '  account  of  it  [the  Eucharist]  is  briefly 
expressed  as  its  being  a  communion  of  Christ's 
body  and  blood ;  that  is  to  say,  of  the  body  con 
sidered  as  broken,  and  the  blood  considered  as 
shed,  as  is  very  plain  from  the  terms  of  the  institu 
tion,  and  it  is  not  improbable  that  the  Apostle 
here  so  distinctly  mentioned  both  to  intimate  that 
they  were  to  be  considered  as  divided  and  separate, 
which  was  the  case  at  His  crucifixion,  and  not 
after.' 

'  Christ's  body  broken  and  blood  shed  1,800  years 
ago  are  no  more  in  that  capacity,  nor  ever  will  be, 

*  Waterland,  Works,  vii.,  chap,  viii.,  p.  199. 
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and,  therefore,  it  is  absolutely  impossible  that 
they  should  be  literally  present  in  the  Sacrament, 
or  made  food  to  the  communicant.'* 

'  Christ's  body  as  crucified,  and  blood  as  spilled 
are  no  more  ;  His  body  glorified  is  as  far  distant 
as  heaven  and  earth,  and,  therefore,  not  present  in 
the  Sacrament,  or,  if  it  were,  could  not  properly 
be  eaten,  nor  be  of  me  if  it  could,  since  "  the  flesh 
profiteth  nothing. "t 

*  To  say  that  the  Communion  here  signifies  the 
eating  Christ's  glorified  body  by  faith  or  with  the 
mind  is  not  a  just  interpretation,  because,  whatever 
is  corporeal  cannot  be  literally  the  food  of  the  soul, 
as  also  because  what  is  represented  and  eaten  in 
the  Sacrament  is  not  the  body  glorified,  but  the 
body  crucified  and  blood  shed,  which  are  no  more, 
and  which,  therefore,  cannot  be  received,  either 
with  month  or  mind,  excepting  only  in  a  qualified 
and  figurative  sense.  A  mystical  union,  indeed 
(as  before  said),  with  Christ's  glorified  body  is 
strengthened  or  perfected  in  the  Eucharist,  though 
that  is  a  doctrine  rather  insinuated  than  expressed 
here,  while  certainly  collected  both  from  the 
nature  of  the  thing  and  from  divers  other  texts  of 
the  New  Testament. 'J 

I  draw  attention  to  the  stress  which  both  these 
writers  lay  on  the  fact  that  it  is  the  crucified  body 
of  our  Lord,  the  body  broken  and  the  blood  shed, 
which  is  given  to  us  for  our  spiritual  food  and 

*  Waterland,  Works   vii.,  chap,  viii.,  p.  200. 
t  Ibid.  I  Ibid.,  p.  201. 
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sustenance  in  that  Holy  Sacrament.  It  is  from 
the  want  of  a  clear  apprehension  on  this  point 
that  so  many  errors  are  rife  on  the  subject.  I 
may  venture,  perhaps,  to  repeat  here  what  I  have 
said  elsewhere.  After  referring  to  different  views 
which  have  been  held,  that  of  the  Church  of 
Rome,  the  Lutheran,  and  that  of  modern  writers 
in  our  own  Church,  I  said,  '  But  now  all  these 
different  views,  diverging  from  one  another  in 
some  respects,  agree  in  this :  They  all  insist  that 
the  words,  "  This  is  My  body,"  and  "  This  is  My 
blood  "  are  to  be  taken  literally.  And  they  all 
omit  the  important  words  which  follow,  "  My  body 
which  is  given  [or  broken]  for  you,"  "  My  blood  which 
is  shed  for  you."  They  all  overlook  the  fact  that 
there  are  two  separate  significant  acts,  the  bread 
broken  signifying  the  breaking  of  the  body  on  the 
Cross,  the  wine  poured  out  signifying  the  blood 
shed  on  the  Cross.  And  hence  they  confuse  the 
two,  and  write  and  speak  as  if  our  Lord  had  used 
only  one  act,  and  had  spoken  only  of  His  body 
and  blood,  or,  rather,  as  if  He  had  only  said,  "  This 
is  My  body,"  and  nothing  more.  For  the  argu 
ment  has  been  put  forward  that  where  the  body 
and  blood  are,  there  the  whole  Christ  must  be, 
and  that  His  glorified  humanity  dwells  in  the 
consecrated  elements,  and,  united  with  His  God 
head,  ought  to  be  adored.  But  if  we  keep  to  the 
words  of  the  institution,  we  shall  not  fall  into  this 
error.  I  believe  that  those  words  are  to  be  taken 
literally  ;  I  believe  that  what  our  blessed  Lord 
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said  He  meant ;  I  believe  that  His  body  and  His 
blood  are  truly  and  really  given  us  in  the  Sacra 
ment.  I  believe  that  the  bread  broken  is  His 
body,  and  the  wine  poured  out  is  His  blood. 
But  how  and  in  what  sense  ?  Not  His  literal  body 
broken,  nor  His  literal  blood  shed,  for  these  no 
longer  exist — the  body  which  Christ  now  has  is  in 
heaven,  a  glorified  body— but  the  body  broken  and 
the  blood  shed  on  the  Cross  in  the  only  sense  in 
which  they  can  be  present,  viz.,  in  the  spiritual 
efficacy  of  His  sacrifice.  And  from  this  it  follows  in 
evitably  that  they  only  can  partake  of  that  body  and 
that  blood  who  partake  by  faith,  as  our  Article 
asserts  that  the  body  of  Christ  is  given,  taken,  and 
eaten — mark  given  as  well  as  taken — in  the  Supper 
only  after  a  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner.  This  is 
no  mere  fencing  with  words  :  it  is  the  very  truth  of 
the  Gospel.  I  go  back  to  the  original  institution. 
Whatever  our  Lord  gave  then  He  gives  now. 
What  He  gave  then  was  not  His  glorified  humanity, 
but  (by  anticipation)  His  sacrifice  on  the  Cross. 
It  was  on  the  sacrifice  shortly  to  be  accomplished 
that  His  disciples  were  to  feed.  The  blood  shed 
for  the  redemption  of  sins  was  in  that  cup.  Was 
it  there  literally,  or  was  it  there  in  spiritual 
efficacy  ?  In  spiritual  efficacy  most  surely.  For 
that  body  as  broken  and  that  blood  as  shed  exist 
as  such  nowhere  in  the  compass  of  creation — no, 
not  in  heaven  itself,  and  no  natural  or  material  or 
objective  presence  of  them  is  possible.  It  is  not 
true,  then,  to  say  that  that  which  Christ  gave  and 
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which   He  held  in    His    hand,  was  nothing  less 

than  His  own  Person,  Body,  Soul,  and  Godhead, 

'  There  was  a  time,'  says  Bishop  Thirlwall,  '  when 

to  show  of  any  proposition  that  it  involved  such  a 

consequence  would  among  us  have  been  accounted 

a  sufficient  reductio  ad  absurdum.    Now  I  am  afraid 

a  spirit  is  abroad  to  which  there  can  be  no  greater 

recommendation    of    any    doctrine   than    that    it 

shocks    the    common-sense    of    mankind.     This 

creates  a  strong  prepossession  in  its  favour,  and 

affords  an  opportunity,  which  is  eagerly  seized,  of 

eliciting  the  power  of  language   to   conceal   the 

absence  of  thought  from  the  speaker  or  writer, 

no  less  than  from  the  hearer  or  reader.'*    If  the 

above  argument,  then,  be  true,  it  is  plain  that  '  No 

one  who  has  partaken  of  the  Eucharist  from  the 

time  of  its   institution  can  have  eaten  or  drunk 

that  body  or   that    blood    in    any    but    a    purely 

spiritual   sense.     In  such  a  sense  the   words  of 

institution  are   no  doubt   as   true  now  as   ever. 

But    they   afford    not    the    slightest   support    to 

the  doctrine  of  the    Real   Presence,  whether  in 

the  Roman,  Lutheran,  or  Tractarian  form.t     So 

interpreted  they  are  wholly  inconsistent  with  the 

idea  of  a  local  Presence  on  a  material  altar,  which 

is  common,  and  alike  essential,  to  all  those  forms ; 

and   the   scenic   decorations   of   the   Sacrament, 

lights,  vestments,  and  ornaments  of  the  altar,  so 


*  Thirlwall,  'Charges,'  ii.  251.     See  also  what  follows, 
f  See  Appendix  I. 


32    The  Doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper 

far  as  they  are  significant  of  doctrine,  become 
manifestly  unmeaning,  incongruous,  and  misplaced, 
and  the  dispute  about  "the  position  of  the  cele 
brant  "  a  mere  waste  of  breath.'* 

*  Thirlwall,  *  Literary  Remains,'  iii.  487. 


CHAPTER  V. 

THE    EUCHARISTIC    SACRIFICE. 

A. — The  English  Liturgy. 

WHEN  we  turn  to  the  other,  i.e.,  the 
'  sacrificial  '  aspect  of  the  Eucharist, 
we  find  no  shadow  of  support  for  the 
doctrine  of  a  material  sacrifice,  either  in  the 
Prayer-Book,  the  Holy  Scriptures,  or  the  writings 
of  the  early  Fathers ;  no  offering  of  the  conse 
crated  elements,  still  less  of  the  body  and  blood 
of  Christ. 

In  our  own  Liturgy  this  becomes  more  strik 
ingly  apparent  when  we  contrast  it  with  the 
Romish  doctrine,  as  defined  in  the  Council  of 
Trent. 

The  Church  of  Rome  pronounces  her  anathemas 
against  all  who  shall  say '  that  there  is  not  offered 
to  God  in  the  Mass  a  true  and  proper  sacrifice,' 
or  who  shall  say  that  Christ  did  not  in  the  words 
of  institution  '  appoint  His  Apostles  priests,  or 
did  not  ordain  that  they  and  other  priests  should 
offer  His  body  and  blood/  or  who  shall  deny  that 
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the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  is  '  propitiatory,'  '  or 
that  it  profits  only  the  receiver,  and  ought  not  to 
be  offered  for  the  living  and  the  dead,  for  sins, 
punishments,  satisfactions,  and  other  necessities.' 
This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome  as 
it  appears  in  her  own  authorized  statements.* 

How  is  it  possible  to  bring  into  any  kind  of 
harmony  statements  and  doctrines  of  this  kind 
with  the  words  of  our  Liturgy  and  of  our  Articles  ? 
It  might  have  seemed,  indeed,  to  any  honest  mind, 
not  clouded  by  the  vapours  of  Romish  sophistry, 
the  most  hopeless  of  all  attempts  to  reconcile  the 
teaching  of  the  two  Churches  on  this  point.  '  It 
can  hardly  be  denied,'  observes  the  late  Bishop 
Thirlwall  in  one  of  those  masterly  charges  which 
are  a  tcrr^a  e?  afi  for  the  Church,  '  that  there  is 
a  very  wide  and  important  difference  between 
the  general  view  which  our  Church  takes  of  her 
Liturgy  and  the  Roman  view  of  the  Mass.  The 
difference  is  marked  by  their  several  names  and 
descriptions.  The  one  is  an  office  for  the  adminis 
tration  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  or  Holy  Com 
munion;  the  other  for  the  celebration  of  a  sacrifice. 


*  It  is  on  the  very  ground  that  the  Church  of  England  has 
obliterated  from  her  Ordinal  every  vestige  of  a  sacrificial  character 
in  her  priesthood,  that  the  Pope  has  lately  declared  our^Orders  to  be 
invalid.  On  the  same  ground  some  of  the  divines  of  the  Orthodox 
Greek  Church,  though  disposed  to  admit  the  validity  of  our  Orders, 
yet  do  not  scruple  to  regard  our  ministry  as  defective.  The  Greek 
Church,  as  a  Church,  has  made  no  authoritative  declaration  on  the 
subject  ;  but  it  is  instructive  to  observe  that  those  who  look  at  us 
from  without,  whether  Greek  or  Latin,  have  no  hesitation  at  all  as 
to  the  plain  meaning  and  intents  of  our  Anglican  formularies.  A 
sacrificing  priesthood  is  not  to  be  found  there. 
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The  difference  indicated  by  the  titles  is  equally 
conspicuous  in  the  contents  of  the  two  Liturgies. 
In  the  Anglican,  the  idea  which  is  almost  exclu 
sively  predominant  is  that  of  communion.  There 
is  indeed  an  offertory,  and  an  oblation  of  common 
things  for  sacred  and  charitable  uses.  There  is 
mention  of  a  sacrifice  of  praise  and  thanksgiving, 
which  appears  to  include  the  whole  rite ;  and  the 
communicants  '  offer  and  present  themselves,  their 
souls  and  bodies,  as  a  living  sacrifice.'  But  of 
any  other  kind  of  sacrifice,  and  particularly  of  any 
sacrificial  oblation  of  the  consecrated  elements, 
there  is  not  a  word.  The  consecration  is  imme 
diately  followed  by  the  Communion,  which  is  the 
great  business  of  the  whole.' 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Council  of  Trent  pro 
nounces  an  anathema  on  those  who  say  there  is 
not  offered  to  God  in  the  Mass  a  true  and  proper 
sacrifice,  or  that  the  offering  consists  only  in 
Christ  being  given  to  us  for  manducation  ;  or  that 
the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  is  only  one  of  praise  and 
thanksgiving,  or  a  bare  commemoration  of  the 
sacrifice  on  the  Cross,  and  not  propitiatory.  A 
more  direct  conflict  of  views,  if  they  are  sup 
posed  to  relate  to  the  same  subject,  or  to  two 
subjects  not  essentially  different  from  one  another, 
it  would  be  difficult  to  conceive  ;  for  that  which 
the  Council  so  emphatically  denies  to  be  the 
sacrifice  of  the  Mass  is  the  only  thing  to  which 
our  Church  gives  the  name  of  her  sacrifice.  That 
which  the  Council  declares  to  be  the  true  and 
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proper  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass  is  an  offering  as  to 
which  our  Church  is  absolutely  silent.  Nay,  more, 
it  may  be  said  that  the  Church  has  deliberately 
rejected  the  doctrine  of  a  material  sacrifice.  For 
in  the  First  Prayer-Book  of  Edward  VI.  *  every 
expression  which  implied  a  real  and  proper 
sacrifice  had  been  carefully  weeded  out ';  in  the 
Second  Book  every  allusion  to  an  'altar'  or  to 
a  material  sacrifice  was  finally  got  rid  of;  the 
word  '  altar  '  thenceforward  disappearing  from  the 
Liturgy.*  And  at  the  last  revision,  when  Bishop 
Cosin  proposed  to  insert  as  a  rubric  'the  Priest 
shall  offer  up  and  place  upon  the  Table  .  .  .  bread 
and  wine  '  (although  this  offering  up  must  have 
been  that  of  the  unconsecrated  elements,  and 
therefore  different  from  the  Romish  doctrine), 
yet  Convocation  rejected  the  proposal.  And  it 
is  to  be  observed  that  even  as  regards  the 
unconsecrated  elements,  the  word  '  offer '  is 
avoided  in  the  rubric  before  the  prayer  for  the 
Church  Militant,  for  it  is  simply  said  that  the 
priest  is  then  to  l place  upon  the  Table  so  much 
bread  and  wine  as  he  shall  think  sufficient.' 
\Yhereas  of  the  basin  containing  the  alms  it  is 
directed  that  he  shall  humbly  present  and  place  it 
upon  the  Holy  Table. 

And,  further,  the  language  of  the  Thirty-first 
Article  is  aimed  directly  against  the  Romish 

*  The  destruction  of  all  altars  and  the  substitution  of  tables  is 
even  more  significant.  It  is  a  question  of  facts,  not  of  interpreta 
tion.  The  Coronation  Service,  which  gives  the  only  authority  for 
the  use  of  the  word  '  altar,'  does  not  form  part  of  the  authorized 
Prayer-Book  at  all. 


cleared  from  Certain  Misconceptions    37 

doctrine  :  '  The  offering  of  Christ  once  made  is 
that  perfect  redemption,  propitiation,  and  satisfac 
tion  for  all  the  sins  of  the  whole  world  both 
original  and  actual,  and  there  is  none  other  satis 
faction  for  sin  but  that  alone.  Wherefore  the 
sacrifices  of  Masses,  in  the  which  it  was  com 
monly  said  that  the  priest  did  offer  Christ  for 
the  quick  and  the  dead  to  have  remission  of  pain 
and  guilt,  were  blasphemous  fables  and  dangerous 
deceits.' 

I  am  quite  aware  that  attempts  have  been 
made  to  show  that  our  Thirty-first  Article  is  not 
directed  against  the  Romish  doctrine  as  formu 
lated  by  the  Council  of  Trent,  but  against  some 
gross  errors  which  were  more  or  less  prevalent 
before  the  Reformation.  Many  persons,  doubtless, 
who  are  free  from  all  suspicion  of  Romeward 
tendencies  would  be  glad  to  think  that  our  Church 
does  not  affix  upon  the  deliberate  and  authorized 
teaching  of  the  Church  of  Rome  so  terrible  a 
censure  as  is  implied  in  the  expressions  ""  blas 
phemous  fables  and  dangerous  deceits.'  Hence  it 
has  been  argued  that  the  use  of  the  plural  '  sacri 
fices  of  Masses  '  must  point  to  popular  errors  (for 
the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome  could  only  be 
properly  described  as  '  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  '), 
and  in  particular  that  it  is  aimed  at  the  error  of 
Catharinus,  who  seems  to  have  held  that  the 
offering  of  Christ  on  the  Cross  availed  for  the 
putting  away  of  original  sin  ;  but  that  the  sacrifice 
in  the  Mass  was  continually  offered  as  effectual 
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for  putting  away  of  the  actual  sins  of  Christians. 
This  argument,  however,  is  quite  untenable. 

Cardinal  Newman,  after  having  urged  it  against 
the  plain  sense  of  the  Article,  was  obliged  to 
confess  that  he  had  been  mistaken. 

Canon  Estcourt,  a  learned  Romish  theologian, 
has  pointed  out  that  the  plural  constantly  occurs, 
interchanged  with  the  singular,  without  any  differ 
ence  of  meaning.  The  Council  of  Trent  itself  in 
many  places  uses  the  plural.  Thus,  for  instance, 
sess.  xxii.,  chap.  6,  we  read  :  *  Nee  tamen  .  .  . 
missas  illas  in  quibus  solus  sacerdos  sacramenta- 
liter  communicat,  ut  privatas  et  illicitas  darnnat 
[synodus]  sed  probat,  atque  adeo  commendat.' 
Again  :  '  Si  quis  dixerit,  imposturam  esse,  missas 
celebrari  in  honorem  sanctorum  et  pro  illorum 
intercessione  obtinenda  sicut  Ecclesia  intendit, 
Anathema  sit.'  So  many  Roman  divines.  So, 
e.g.,  Cardinal  Bona  :  '  Favet  huic  doctrinae  com- 
munis  ndelium  sensus  qui  plura  pro  se  et  suis 
sacrificia  offerri  curant ;  quod  certe  non  facerent, 
si  infinitam  in  singulis  efficaciam  agnoscerent — 
Frustra  pro  uno  defuncto  tot  multiplicarcntur 
sacrificia  quia  unum  sufficiens  esset  ad  omnes 
animas  liberandas.'  And  T.Aquinas,  'In  pluribus 
missis  multiplicatur  sacrificii  oblatio.'*  Indeed, 
'  not  only  are  Masses  habitually  spoken  of  in  the 
plural,  but  repetition  and  iteration  are  frequently 
attributed  to  the  sacrifice  of  the  altar.'t 

*  Dimock,  '  Dangerous  Deceits,'  p.  89. 
t  /bid. t  p.  ii. 
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Again,  it  has  been  shown  conclusively  by  Bishop 
Philpotts  that,  although  it  is  true  that  the  first 
book  of  our  Articles  appeared  some  six  months 
before  the  close  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  yet  the 
final  revision  of  the  Articles  did  not  take  place  till 
long  after,  and  when  the  Tridentine  doctrine  was 
well  known  and  clearly  defined.* 

But  the  real  question  surely  is,  Is  the  doctrine 
described  by  our  Article,  and  branded  with  the 
stigma  of  '  blasphemous  fables  and  dangerous 
deceits,'  the  doctrine  authoritatively  expressed  by 
the  Church  of  Rome,  or  is  it  not  ?  On  this  head 
there  can  be  no  question.  The  doctrine  con 
demned  by  the  Article  is  a  doctrine  not  differing 
in  any  essential  particular  from  the  doctrine  of  the 
Mass  as  defined  by  the  Council  of  Trent.  Our 
Church  declares  the  sufficiency  of  the  one  obla 
tion  of  Christ.  The  Council  of  Trent  anathe 
matizes  those  who  deny  that  the  Eucharistic 
sacrifice  is  propitiatory,  or  that  it  is  efficacious  for 
the  remission  of  guilt  for  the  quick  and  dead.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  erroneous  doctrines  which 
are  supposed  to  be  condemned  by  the  Article 
were  such  as  Romish  divines  themselves  in 
dignantly  repudiated.  Mr.  Dimock,  who  has 
recently  discussed  the  whole  question  with  much 
ability  and  moderation,  asks  very  pertinently, 
whether  learned  men  like  our  Reformers  would 
have  troubled  themselves  to  frame  an  Article  in 
condemnation  not  of  errors  sanctioned  and  up- 

*  '  Letters  to  Charles  Butler,'  pp.  319-321.     See  Appendix  C. 


40    The  Doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper 

held  by  the  Church  of  Rome,  but  of  errors  which 
she  herself  expressly  disavowed. 

Moreover,  for  what  truth,  in  condemnation  of 
what  errors,  did  our  noble  army  of  English  martyrs 
witness  even  unto  death  ?  They  were  condemned, 
and  they  suffered,  because  they  had  denied  not 
only  Transubstantiation,  but  the  Romish  doctrine 
of  the  Mass.  Can  anyone  believe  that  they  were 
put  to  death  for  denying  what  Romish  divines 
themselves,  with  scarcely  an  exception,  denied  ? 
What  were  the  charges  brought  against  Ridley 
and  Latimer  by  the  Pope's  deputy  ?  '  Tibi 
objicimus,  quod  tu  asseruisti,  afnrmasti  ac  palam 
publice  et  pertinaciter  defendisti,  in  missa  non 
esse  vivicum  Ecclesiae  sacrificium  pro  salute 
vivorum  et  mortuorum  propitiabile.' 

'  Can  we  fail,'  then,  '  to  see  that  our  Reformers 
were  condemned  to  the  stake,  by  the  authority 
of  the  Pope,  for  denying  just  what  our  Article 
denies,  and  for  teaching  just  what  our  Article 
teaches  ?' 

Canon  Estcourt,  alluding  to  the  argument  of 
'  the  Kiss  of  Peace,'  which,  following  Tract  XC., 
would  make  an  identity  of  doctrine  between  the 
words  of  Ridley  and  those  of  the  Council  of 
Trent,  says  with  unanswerable  force  :  '  Let  us  see 
what  this  comes  to.  It  is  no  less  than  this:  That 
the  Reformers  were  condemned  for  professing  the 
true  Catholic  faith  as  defined  by  the  Council  of 
Trent ;  that  the  Catholic  doctors,  acting  under 
the  commission  of  the  Cardinal  Legate,  who  had 
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himself  sat  as  one  of  the  Legation  in  the  Council 
of  Trent,  maintained  a  gross  error  contrary  to  the 
decrees  of  the  Council,  and  that  the  only  persons 
in  this  country  who  now  profess  the  faith  for  which 
the  Reformers  died,  besides  the  author  himself, 
are  the  Roman  Catholics.'* 

These  flimsy  webs  of  sophistry  disappear  in  the 
light  of  calm  and  sober  investigation. 

In  spite  of  all  this,  we  still  find  the  deliberate 
and  disingenuous  attempt  made  to  obliterate  this 
broad  and  palpable  distinction  between  the  two 
Churches.  English  clergymen  do  not  hesitate  to 
speak  of  the  Lord's  Supper  as  the  sacrifice  of  the 
altar  or  the  Mass.  Prayers  from  the  canon  of 
the  Mass  are  interpolated  into  the  service  which 
the  priest  is  to  say  secretly ;  instructions  are 
given  how  he  is  to  consecrate  the  elements  and 
pour  water  into  the  chalice,  and  how  he  is  to 
make  the  oblation,  viz.,  by  placing  the  paten  on 
the  top  of  the  chalice,  and  raising  the  latter  with 
both  hands,  whilst  he  says  secretly :  '  O  Holy 
Trinity,  accept  this  oblation  which  I,  an  unworthy 
sinner,  do  offer  to  the  honour  of  Thy  Name, 
making  mention  of  Blessed  Mary  and  All  Saints 
for  the  pardon  of  my  sins  and  offences,  for  the 
salvation  of  the  living  and  the  repose  of  all  the 
faithful  departed.  In  the  Name  of  the  Father, 
the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghost,  be  this  new  Sacri 
fice  acceptable  to  the  Almighty  God.'t 

*  Canon  Estcourt,  '  Dogmatic  Teaching,'  p.  62. 
t  '  English  Priests'  Vade  Mecum,'  p.  49. 
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English  Churchmen  are  taught  to  pray  after 
receiving  the  Sacrament  : 

'  I  thank  Thee,  O  my  good  Jesus,  that  not  only 
Thou  art  become  my  food,  but  also  in  the  blessed 
Sacrament  offerest  Thyself  a  continual  sacrifice 
for  my  salvation  to  the  Eternal  Father.' 

'  I  thank  Thee,  Divine  Priest,  for  that  every  day 
Thou  dost  offer  Thyself  upon  our  altar  in  worship 
and  homage  to  the  most  blessed  Trinity,  and  dost 
supply  for  our  poor  and  miserable  worship.' 

'  I  thank  Thee,  O  my  Saviour,  because,  con 
tinuing  in  this  daily  sacrifice  the  very  sacrifice  of 
the  Cross  offered  on  Calvary,  Thou  dost  satisfy 
the  Divine  justice  for  us  miserable  sinners.'* 

What  are  we  to  say  when  we  thus  find  Romish 
doctrine  transplanted  in  all  its  unscriptural  repul- 
siveness  into  our  own  Church  ?  What  are  we  to 
say  when,  in  a  popular  '  Manual  of  Devotion,' 
it  is  asserted  that  so  soon  as  the  words  of  con 
secration  are  pronounced  by  the  priest,  '  Jesus 
our  wonderful  God  is  present  upon  the  altar,  that 
there  is  a  continual  offering  and  continual  con 
sumption  of  the  Lamb  without  spot,'  and  con 
sequently  prayers  addressed  '  to  the  spotless  Lamb 
of  God  as  seen  on  the  heavenly  altar '  (a  most 
gross  perversion  of  the  scene  in  the  Apocalypse, 
where  the  Lamb  appears  not  on  the  altar,  but 
standing  in  the  midst  of  the  throne}  ;  or,  again, 
when  in  the  '  Altar  Manual,'  the  sacrifice  in  the 
Lord's  Supper  is  declared  to  be  '  a  sin-offering,' 

*  '  English  Catholics'  Vade  Mecum,'  p.  57. 
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that  it  is  one  of  '  propitiation,'  that  it  consists  of 
'  the  true  body,  and  blood  of  our  Lord  Jesus 
Christ,'  and  that  it  is  '  part  of  the  same  offering  ' 
which  He  Himself  made  ?* 

And  yet  with  all  these  statements  made  so  con 
fidently  concerning  a  sacrifice  of  which  both 
Scripture  and  the  Prayer-Book  are  silent,  we  find 
the  greatest  divergence  of  opinion  when  we  come 
to  particulars. 

We  ask,  What  is  the  offering  itself?  What  is 
the  thing  offered  ?  Is  it  the  elements  before  or 
after  consecration  ?  Or,  in  the  latter  case,  is  it 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  Himself  offered  under  the 
forms  of  bread  and  wine  ?  And  if  it  is,  then  it  is 
not  the  sacrifice  on  the  Cross  which  is  offered  or 
pleaded,  but  our  Lord  in  His  glorified  human 
nature  who  is  asserted  to  be  present  under  the 
forms  of  bread  and  wine.  The  very  statement  of 
such  a  notion  is  its  sufficient  refutation  ;  for  how 
can  our  Lord's  glorified  humanity  be  offered  as  a 
sacrificial  victim  ?  We  ask,  What  is  the  act  by 
which  the  sacrifice  is  offered,  and  the  moment  at 
which  it  is  offered  ?  We  ask,  and  the  answers  are 
vague  and  discordant.  One  affirms  that  the 
offering  takes  place  when  the  words  of  institution 
are  uttered ;  another,  '  that  it  is  offered  when  the 
prayer  of  consecration  is  said  ' ;  another,  '  that  it 
is  a.  further  act,  after  the  change  by  consecration;' 
another,  'that  it  must  of  necessity  have  place  either 
at  the  time  of  the  consecration  only,  or  be  to  some 
*  Pp.  10,  12,  161,  157. 
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extent  coincident  with  it,  or  both  then  and  after'; 
yet  another  connects  the  sacrificial  action  '  with 
the  whole  Eucharistic  Service.' 

Only  on  certain  points  it  may  perhaps  be  said 
there  is  substantial  agreement  between  those  who 
hold  the  new  doctrine.  They  all  maintain  '  that 
in  heaven  Christ  our  great  High  Priest  ever  offers 
Himself  before  the  Father,  that  He  is  still  offering 
Himself  as  a  sacrifice,'  that  He  is  still  to  be  re 
garded  as  a  victim,  that  He  is  there  not  merely 
pleading  for  us,  but  renewing  His  oblation  of 
Himself,  that  His  intercession  does  not  rest 
merely  on  a  past  act  of  sacrifice,  but  on  a  con 
tinued  offering  of  His  own  ever-living  sacrifice 
made  once  only  in  the  act  of  death  on  the  Cross ; 
that  there  is  'a  continuing,  so  to  say,  of  the  sacri 
ficial  position,'  '  a  presentation  of  Himself  in  the 
victim  state,  a  prolongation  as  it  were  of  the  one 
act  fulfilled  on  Calvary,  though  under  different 
circumstances  and  conditions.'  '  The  Eucharistic 
worship  which  He  has  ordained'  (says  Mr.  Sadler) 
'  is,  we  verily  believe,  the  re-presentation  and 
counterpart  of  this  His  presentation  of  Himself 
as  our  Mediator  in  heaven.'  So  in  the  Liturgy, 
the  oblation  is  said  to  be  a  real  substantial  act, 
the  ground  of  praise  and  thanksgiving  which  are 
offered  together  with  it.  *  We  do  not  speak  of 
Christ's  Atonement  as  a  work  wholly  past,  but  as 
of  one  ever  going  on.' 

And  why  all  this  elaborate  assertion  as  to  our 
Lord's   office  and  work   in    heaven  ?      Why  this 


cleared  from  Certain  Misconceptions    45 

audacious  interpretation  of  the  mysterious  work 
behind  the  veil  ?  Why  this  intruding  into  things 
which  have  not  been  revealed,  this  rash  and  con 
fident  utterance  where  Scripture  is  silent  ?  All, 
that  this  conclusion  may  follow,  '  that  as  He  ever 
offers  Himself  before  the  Eternal  Father'  in 
heaven,  so  on  earth  in  the  Holy  Eucharist  that 
same  body  once  for  all  sacrificed  for  us,  and  that 
same  blood  once  for  all  shed  for  us,  sacramentally 
present,  are  offered  and  pleaded  before  the  Father 
by  the  priest.*  '  The  heavenly  setting  forth  is  of 
course  not  for  praise  and  thanksgiving  so  much 
as  for  deprecation  of  wrath.  .  .  .  And  so  the 
Eucharist,  which  is  the  earthly  counterpart  of  the 
heavenly  setting  forth,  must  also  be  for  depreca 
tion  of  wrath.'  Hence  the  Eucharistic  sacrifice 
is  said  to  be  '  atoning,'  '  propitiatory,'  '  profitable 
to  the  absent,  the  dead,  for  fair  weather,  and  to 
cattle.'  The  benefits  of  the  Eucharistic  Sacrifice 
are  held  to  be  *  connected  with  the  Sacrament  as 
an  act  of  oblation,  NOT  as  an  act  of  Communion.'! 
The  Cross  of  Christ,  it  is  said,  '  would  not  be 
profitable  to  us  unless  it  were  applied  and  brought 
into  effect  by  the  Eucharistic  sacrifice.'  *  Priests 
reconcile  God  to  man.' 

Now,  be  it  remembered  that  some  of  this  lan 
guage  comes  not  from  extreme  members  of  the 
party ;  that  teaching  like  this  is  accepted  and 


*  Mark  here  again  the  extraordinary  confusion  of  thought.    ' 
.me  body  once  for  all  sacrificed  for  us,  and  that  same  blood 


That 

same  body  once  tor  all  sacrificed  lor  us,  and  that  same  blood  once 
for  all  shed  for  us.' 

t  Blunt's  'Annotated  Prayer-Book,'  p.  157. 
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defended  at  this  moment  by  a  large  body  of 
English  Churchmen.  And  I  ask,  Is  this  the  voice 
of  England,  or  the  voice  of  Rome  ?  And  if  it  is 
the  voice  of  Rome,  is  it  honest  for  the  men  who 
hold  this  language  to  minister  in  our  Church  ? 
Such  teaching  is  in  flagrant  opposition  to  the 
teaching  of  our  Articles  and  our  Liturgy. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

THE  EUCHARISTIC  SACRIFICE  (continued}. 
B.  —  Holy  Scripture. 

BUT  certain  as  it  is  that  the  language  of  the 
Prayer-Book  is  opposed  to  such  teaching, 
is  any  support  to  be  found  for  it  in  Holy 
Scripture  ?  Never  perhaps  was  there  such  a  com 
plete  perversion  and  twisting  of  texts,  as  in  the  at 
tempt  to  find  support  in  Scripture  for  these  strange 
doctrines.  First  of  all,  it  is  asserted  that  the  words 
in  the  institution  of  the  Sacrament,  recorded  by 
St.  Luke,  and  recited  in  our  Prayer  of  Consecra 
tion  —  '  Do  this  in  remembrance  of  Me  '  —  have 
been  wrongly  translated,  and  that  they  ought  to 
be  rendered,  *  Sacrifice  this,  for  a  memorial  (i.e., 
a  sacrificial  memorial)  of  Me.'  I  say,  without  fear 
of  contradiction  by  any  scholar,  that  such  a 
rendering  is  impossible.  TOVTO  Troielre  cannot 
mean  '  Sacrifice  this.'*  TToielv,  as  Aristotlef 


*  Dr.  Abbot,  of  the  University  of  Dublin,  in  a  pamphlet  entitled 
'Can  rouro  Troietrg  mean  "Sacrifice  this"?'  has  completely  de 
molished  the  contention  that  the  words  can  have  that  meaning. 

t  'Ethics,'  v.  9,  ii. 
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reminds  us,  has  a  variety  of  meanings,  determined 
by  the  object  of  the  verb.  iroLelv  Bvaiav  may  mean 
to  '  offer  a  sacrifice,'  Troielv  eoprrjv  (Trda-^a)  to 
'  keep  a  feast '  (the  Passover),  ayairrjv  TroLeiv,  to 
hold  a  love-feast,  but  iroidv  rovro,  unless  a  sacri 
ficial  word  has  preceded  to  which  TOVTO  refers, 
cannot  be  so  rendered.  Not  a  single  ancient 
Father  so  understood  it,  not  a  single  ancient 
Liturgy.  The  Syrian  Liturgies  are  express 
against  such  an  interpretation,  inasmuch  as  they 
render,  '  Thus  do.'*  The  same  may  be  said  of 
any  sacrificial  sense  in  avd^vrfo-^ ;  it  is  not  equiva 
lent  to  fjLvrjfjLoawov.  It  never  occurs  in  the  sense 
of  a  '  memorial.'  The  revisers  of  the  New  Testa 
ment,  among  whom  were  to  be  found  the  foremost 
scholars  of  our  generation,  translated  as  the  A.V. 
does,  and  as  our  own  Church  does,  and  did  not 
even  put  any  other  rendering  on  the  margin,  so 
satisfied  were  they  that  the  received  rendering  was 
the  only  possible  one. 

Again,  it  is  assumed  that  when  Melchisedec 
brought  forth  bread  and  wine,  he  offered  bread  and 
wine,  which  is  the  very  thing  that  has  to  be 
proved.  Nowhere  is  there  any  proof  that  bread 
and  wine  ever  constituted  a  sacrifice  at  all.  In 
the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  though  it  deals  with 
the  sacrifices  of  the  Old  Testament,  as  no  other 

*  It  has  been  pertinently  observed  that  had  our  Lord  intended 
to  say  'Sacrifice  this,'  it  is  absolutely  inconceivable  that  lie  should 
not  have  used  one  of  the  many  Greek  verbs  which  can  bear  that 
meaning.  Instead  of  which  He  used  the  only  verb  which  could 
mean  simply  '  Do  this.' 
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book  of  Scripture  does,  not  one  word  is  said  of 
this  action  of  Melchisedec's  as  having  a  typical 
character ;  and  certainly,  it  could  not  have  been 
even  typically  an  offering  for  sin,  since  bread  and 
wine  never  formed  part  of  a  sin-offering. 

The  prophecy  of  Malachi  that  the  Gentiles 
should  offer  incense  and  a  pure  offering  is  not 
more  in  point.  '  Incense '  has  been  almost 
universally  interpreted  in  the  passage  in  a 
spiritual  sense  of  '  prayer  ' ;  and  '  the  pure  offer 
ing'  must  likewise  be  interpreted  not  of  the 
Eucharist,  but  in  a  spiritual  sense,  as  many  of 
the  Fathers  do  expound  it,  of  '  the  rendering  of 
glory,  benediction,  praise,  and  hymns ' ;  of  '  sin 
cere  prayer  out  of  a  pure  conscience,  the  prayers 
of  the  saints  and  the  wills  of  those  who  offered.' 
Or,  again,  can  there  be  a  more  complete  and 
unwarrantable  perversion  of  Scriptural  language 
than  when  we  are  told  that  the  Lamb  is  seen  on 
the  heavenly  altar,  a  continual  victim  ?  The  Lamb 
as  it  had  been  slain  is  described  not  as  being  on 
an  altar,  nor  as  being  slain,  nor  as  being  offered, 
but  as  '  standing,'  alive  again  for  evermore,  '  in 
the  midst  of  the  Throne/  receiving  Divine 
worship.  And  as  the  Church  in  heaven  sings, 
'  Thou  wast  slain  and  hast  redeemed  us/  so  the 
Church  on  earth  adds,  '  for  He  is  the  very  Paschal 
Lamb  which  was  offered  for  us,  and  hath  taken 
away  the  sin  of  the  world/ 

And,  lastly,  the  whole  teaching  of  the  Epistle  to 
the  Hebrews  is  directly  contrary  to  this  notion  of 
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a  continuous  sacrifice.  It  is  quite  true  that  if  our 
Lord  is  a  priest,  He  must  have  somewhat  to 
offer,  but  it  is  not  true  that  He  must  have  some 
what  to  offer  continually.  A  priest  implies  a 
victim,  but  a  priest  does  not  imply  a  perpetual 
victim.  The  form  of  expression  in  the  Greek 
gives  no  countenance  to  the  notion  of  a  present 
or  future  oblation.  It  merely  states  the  '  neces 
sity '  that  He  should  have  somewhat  to  offer,  what 
ever  be  the  moment  of  the  oblation.  The  sacrifice 
was  once  for  all  made  on  the  Cross.  The  offering 
was  once  made,  and  with  the  blood  of  the  offering, 
by  means  of  it  and  its  meritorious  efficacy,  He 
entered  into  the  holy  place.  There  He  pleads, 
there  He  intercedes  for  us,  but  He  does  not 
repeat  or  re-present  His  sacrifice.  The  Epistle 
to  the  Hebrews  is  most  explicit  on  this  point.  It 
guards  us  against  the  notion  of  any  repetition  of 
the  sacrifice.  It  tells  us  that  by  one  offering  He 
hath  for  ever  perfected  them  that  were  sanctified ; 
that  we  are  sanctified  through  the  will  of  God  by 
the  offering  of  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ  once  for  all. 
It  tells  us  that  He  '  needeth  not  daily,  as  those 
high-priests  (under  the  law),  to  offer  up  sacrifice, 
first  for  His  own  sins  and  then  for  the  people's  ; 
for  this  (that  is,  offering  for  the  people's  sins)  He 
did  once  for  all  when  He  offered  up  Himself/  It 
tells  us  that  '  Christ  being  come  a  High-Priest  of 
the  good  things  to  come,  through  the  greater  and 
more  perfect  tabernacle,  not  made  with  hands — 
that  is  to  say,  not  of  this  creation,  nor  yet  through 
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the  blood  of  goats  and  calves,  but  through  His 
own  blood,  entered  in  once  for  all  into  the  holy 
place,  having  obtained  eternal  redemption.'  He 
pleads  the  sacrifice  there,  but  He  does  not  re 
present  the  sacrifice  which  was  once  for  all  accom 
plished.  '  For  Christ  entered  not  into  a  holy 
place  made  with  hands,  like  in  pattern  to  the 
true,  but  into  heaven  itself,  now  to  appear  before 
the  face  of  God  for  us ;  nor  yet  that  He  should 
offer  Himself  often,  as  the  high-priest  entereth 
into  the  holy  place  year  by  year  with  the  blood  of 
others,  else  must  He  often  have  suffered  since  the 
foundation  of  the  world.  But  now  once  in  the 
end  of  the  ages  hath  He  appeared,  to  put  away 
sin  by  the  sacrifice  of  Himself.'  It  teaches  us 
that  '  He,  when  He  had  offered  one  sacrifice  for 
sins  for  ever,  sat  down  at  the  right  hand  of 
God ;'  and  sitting  is  certainly  not  the  attitude 
of  a  priest  engaged  in  sacrifice.  Moreover,  if 
the  most  holy  place  of  the  Mosaic  tabernacle 
was  a  figure  of  the  true,  then  assuredly  in  the 
most  holy  place  in  the  heavens  into  which 
our  Lord  entered  with  His  blood  there  was 
neither  altar  nor  victim.  All  the  elaborate 
structure  that  has  been  built  up  so  carefully  with 
regard  to  the  heavenly  oblation  falls  to  the  ground. 
It  is  perfectly  plain,  then,  if  words  have  any  mean 
ing  at  all,  that  the  whole  tenor  of  the  Epistle  to 
the  Hebrews  is  directly  against  the  view  in  sup 
port  of  which  its  advocates  appeal  to  that  Epistle.* 

*  On  the  whole  argument  from  this  Epistle  I  may  be  permitted 
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It  speaks  of  but  one  offering,  and  that  offering  once 
for  all  made,  not  repeated,  not  re-presented, 
either  by  Christ  in  heaven  or  by  His  ministers 
upon  earth. 


to  refer  to  a  work  by  my  brother,  Archdeacon  Perowne,  entitled  '  Our 
High  Priest  in  Heaven.'     See  also  Appendices  D  and  E. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

THE  EUCHARISTIC  SACRIFICE  (continued}. 
C. — The  Early  Fathers. 

BUT  can  it  be  pretended  that  this  doctrine 
is  primitive?    Is  it  to  be  found  in  the  early 
Church?     On  the  contrary,  it   is  demon 
strable  that  the  doctrine  of  the  continuous  sacrifice 
of  Christ,  with  its  re-presentation  in  the  Eucharist, 
'  is    not   the    primitive    and    Catholic    doctrine.' 
The   early  Fathers  with  one  voice   declare  that 
the  sacrifices  of  the  Christian  are  spiritual. 

So  Clement  of  Rome,  commenting  on  the 
Septuagint  Version  of  Ps.  1.  (li.)  23,  '  The  sacrifice 
of  praise  shall  glorify  me,  and  this  is  the  way  in 
which  I  will  show  Him  my  salvation,'  writes, 
'  This  is  the  way,  beloved,  in  which  we  have  found 
our  salvation,  Jesus  Christ  the  High  Priest  of  our 
oblations.'*  In  another  place  he  says  that  the 
Lord  had  appointed  oblations  and  liturgies,  but 
not  a  word  of  any  sacrifice  except  the  sacrifice  of 
praise. 

*  '  Ep.  ad  Corinth.,'  c.  35. 
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The  only  sacrifices  of  which  Ignatius  speaks 
are  the  sacrifice  of  Christ  on  the  Cross  and  the 
sacrifice  which  he  asked  the  Romans  to  entreat 
Christ  that  he  might  be  ready  to  make  of  himself 
by  means  of  the  lions. 

Justin  Martyr,  though  in  one  place,  referring  to 
the  prophecy  of  Malachi,  he  interprets  it  as  a 
prediction, '  concerning  the  sacrifices  that  in  every 
place  are  by  us  Gentiles  offered  to  Him,  that  is 
the  bread  of  the  Eucharist  and  the  cup  likewise 
of  the  Eucharist,'  and  might  seem  therefore  to 
hold  a  material  sacrifice,  yet  explains  himself 
afterwards  in  such  a  way  as  to  show  that  he  could 
not  have  understood  any  oblation  of  the  elements 
in  the  modern  sense  of  a  material  sacrifice,  much 
less  one  in  which  Christ  Himself  was  present 
under  the  forms  of  bread  and  wine  ;  for  he  ex 
pressly  declares  that  '  prayer  and  thanksgivings 
offered  by  those  who  are  worthy  are  alone  perfect 
sacrifices  and  acceptable  to  God,  and  that  these 
only  have  Christians  received  to  offer.'  The 
perfect  and  acceptable  sacrifices  which  Jesus 
Christ  commanded  to  be  made  are,  according  to 
him,  '  prayers  and  thanksgivings  at  the  Eucharist 
of  the  bread  and  the  cup.'*  It  would  be  easy  to 
give  a  string  of  passages  from  Barnabas,  Irenaeus, 
Tertullian,  Clement  of  Alexandria,  Origen,  Athe- 
nagoras,  Minucius  Felix,  bearing  witness  to  their 
belief  that  the  true  sacrifices  acceptable  to  God 
are  spiritual  sacrifices,  not  material — such  sacri- 

*  Justin  Martyr,  'Dial,  cum  Zryph.,'  §117. 
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fices  as  those  of  a  troubled  and  humble  heart,  the 
lifting  up  of  holy  hands,  obedience,  a  pure  mind, 
and  a  sincere  conscience,  innocence,  justice, 
honesty  and  charity,  prayers  and  thanksgivings, 
reading  the  Scriptures,  psalms,  and  hymns,  and 
the  like.  Not  one  of  these  Fathers  has  a  syllable 
about  a  material  sacrifice  in  the  Eucharist. 

Still  more  remarkable  than  any  of  these  is  the 
explicit  enumeration  of  Christian  sacrifices  by 
St.  Chrysostom.  He  mentions  ten.  The  first  of 
these,  he  says,  is  the  rational  and  mystic  gift  of 
which  St.  Paul  speaks :  '  Be  ye  followers  of  God 
as  dear  children,  and  walk  in  love,  as  Christ  also 
loved  us  and  gave  Himself  for  us  an  offering  and 
sacrifice  to  God  for  a  sweet  smelling  savour.' 
The  second  is  that  of  the  martyrs.  .  .  .  Hear 
Paul :  '  I  beseech  you  that  ye  present  your  bodies 
a  living  sacrifice,'  etc.  .  .  .  The  third  is  that  of 
prayer :  '  Let  my  prayer  be  set  forth  as  incense 
before  Thee,'  etc.  The  fourth  is  that  by  praise, 
that  is,  by  hymns  :  '  Offer  unto  God  the  sacrifice 
of  praise.'  The  fifth  is  that  by  righteousness : 
'  Then  shalt  Thou  be  pleased  with  the  sacrifices 
of  righteousness.'  The  sixth,  that  by  alms  :  '  An 
oblation,'  he  says,  '  pure  and  undefiled,  is  to  visit 
the  poor  and  orphans  in  their  affliction.1  The 
seventh  is  that  of  the  shout  of  victory;  for  the 
prophet  calls  them  blessed  that  were  to  know 
the  victory  of  Christ  as  they  uttered  aloud  their 
hymns  against  their  enemies.*  The  eighth  is  a 

*  Ps.  Ixxxviii.  15;  John  xvi.  33. 
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broken  spirit :  '  A  broken  and  humbled  heart  God 
will  not  despise.'  .  .  .  There  is  also  another  new 
oblation,  which  is  accomplished  by  the  preaching 
of  the  Gospel,  the  word  of  doctrine  of  which  the 
Apostle  Paul  says:  'Ministering  the  Gospel  of 
God,  that  the  offering  up  of  the  Gentiles  might  be 
acceptable,  being  sanctified  by  the  Holy  Ghost ' 
(Rom.  xv.  16).  '  Seest  thou  how  he  showed  that 
preaching  also  ascends  to  God  for  oblation  ? 
Thou  hast  then  as  the  first  oblation,  the  saving 
gift;  the  second,  the  oblation  of  the  martyrs; 
third,  that  of  prayer ;  fourth,  that  of  the  shout  of 
victory ;  fifth,  that  of  righteousness  ;  sixth,  that 
of  alms  ;  seventh,  that  of  praise  ;  eighth,  that  of 
contrition :  ninth,  that  of  humble-mindedness ; 
tenth,  that  of  preaching.' 

It  will  be  observed  that  there  is  not  a  word 
here  of  any  material  sacrifice.  On  the  contrary, 
Chrysostom  affirms  that  in  '  the  one  true  sacrifice, 
the  heavenly  and  supermundane  victim,'  the 
many  sacrifices  of  the  law  are  embraced  ;  that  as 
befitting  the  New  Grace  we  have  in  ourselves 
other  oblations  '  without  blood  and  smoke  and 
altar  and  the  rest.'  '  Without  altar,'  and  there 
fore  without  material  sacrifice.  '  Without  altar 
and  the  rest,'  the  evangelical  gift,  the  pure  and 
undefiled  sacrifice  ascends  to  God.*  And  think 
ing  he  may  have  made  a  mistake  in  giving  only 
nine  sacrifices  when  he  intended  to  enumerate 
ten,  he  goes  over  the  list  again,  and  apparently 

*  Ps.  xxvi.  6. 
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regarding  contrition  and  humility  of  mind  as  one 
sacrifice,  not  two,  he  adds  now  '  bearing  of  fruit  ' 
to  make  up  the  ten,  but  still  says  not  one  word  of 
any  sacrifice  or  oblation  of  the  elements  in  the 
Eucharist. 

This  brings  us  to  the  close  of  the  fourth 
century,  and  the  evidence  is  conclusive  that  up 
to  that  time  there  is  a  significant  silence  as  to  any 
belief  in  a  material  sacrifice  in  the  Eucharist. 
Even  in  the  fifth  century,  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  re 
plying  to  the  Emperor  Julian,  who  had  taunted 
Christians  with  having  no  altars  or  sacrifices, 
admits  the  charge,  but  justifies  it  by  saying,  *  We 
have  spiritual  and  mental  sacrifices,  which  are 
much  better.'  *  We  offer  for  a  sweet  savour  faith, 
hope,  chanty,  righteousness,  and  praise  '  ('  Con. 
Julian.,'  lib.  x.). 

Let  the  following  facts  also  be  weighed : 

Jerome,  in  his  book  against  Vigilantius,  speak 
ing  of  the  oblations  in  the  Eucharist,  speaks  of 
them  more  than  once  as  offerings  made  to  Christ, 
never  as  the  offering  of  Christ.* 

Augustine  again  and  again  asserts  that  the 
sacrifice  in  the  Eucharist  is  the  sacrifice  of  our 
selves.  He  speaks  indeed  of  the  oblation  or 
sacrifice  of  the  bread  before  consecration,  but, 
says  it  is  the  sign  of  ourselves  (not  of  Christ). f 
*  The  bread,'  he  writes,  'is  received,  is  eaten,  is 
consumed.  Is  the  body  of  Christ  consumed  ? 

*  Opp.,  ed.  Migne,  ii.  346. 

t  Sermons  ccxxvii,  cclxxii,  and  '  De  Civ.  Dei,'  xix,  xxiii. 
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Is  the  Church  of  Christ  consumed  ?  Are  the 
members  of  Christ  consumed  ?  Oh,  no  !'  Before 
him  Cyprian  had  a  similar  thought.  Referring  to 
the  custom  of  mixing  water  with  the  wine,  he  says 
that  the  people  are  the  water,  and  the  wine  the 
blood  of  Christ,  and  that  where  these  two  are 
united  there  is  '  perfected  the  spiritual  and 
heavenly  Sacrament.'  If  he  did  not  understand 
the  people  to  be  really  and  objectively  present 
under  the  water,  neither  did  he  hold  that  the 
blood  of  Christ  was  really  and  objectively  present 
in  the  wine. 

Quite  in  accordance  with  the  language  of 
Jerome  is  that  of  many  of  the  ancient  Liturgies. 
In  the  Syriac  Liturgy  of  St.  James  the  prayer  is 
addressed  to  our  Lord  :  '  We  offer  to  Thee  this 
dread  and  bloodless  sacrifice.'  Similarly  in  the 
.Kthiopic  canon  the  offering  of  the  bread  and  the 
cup  is  made  to  Christ.  Both  in  this  canon  and  in 
the  Coptic  St.  Basil  the  prayer  of  the  first  obla 
tion  is  addressed  to  our  Lord.  In  the  Greek  or 
Alexandrian  St.  Gregory  we  find  the  same  thing  : 
'  Vouchsafe  that  these  gifts  may  be  offered  to 
Thee  ;  for  Thou  art  the  Sanctifier  and  the  Sanc 
tified,  the  Offerer  and  the  Offered,  etc.,  and  to 
Thee  we  give  glory  with  the  Father  and  the  Holy 
Spirit.'* 

*  'That,  indeed,  "the  Holy  Eucharist  was  understood  to  be  a 
sacrifice  by  the  Ancient  Church,"  is  unquestionable  ;  but  that  the 
elements  of  bread  and  wine  were  understood  to  be  the  sacrifice  by 
the  Primitive  Church— by  that  part  of  the  Ancient  Church  which 
existed  in  the  first  ages — is  quite  another  proposition,  and  has 
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It  is  certain,  then,  (i)  that  in  the  early  Church, 
as  in  our  own,  the  oblation  was  made  of  the  ele 
ments  before  consecration  ;  (2)  that  the  offering 
was  made  to  Christ ;  (3)  that  it  was  held  by 
Augustine  and  Cyprian  to  be  the  offering  of  our 
selves,  the  Church,  the  mystical  body  of  Christ ; 
(4)  that  no  other  sacrifices  were  acknowledged 
but  spiritual  sacrifices  as  having  any  place  in  the 
Christian  Church.* 

We  do  indeed  offer  in  that  Holy  Supper  all 
spiritual  sacrifices  acceptable  to  God  through 
Jesus  Christ.  Melted  by  the  remembrance  of 
that  death  of  which  we  are  then  with  such  inex 
pressible  solemnity  and  tenderness  reminded,  our 
hearts  touched  and  kindled  by  the  thought  and 
sense  of  that  '  exceeding  great  love  of  our  Master 
and  only  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  dying  for  us,'  how 


never  yet  been  proved.  The  distinction  must  ever  be  remembered 
between  the  service  or  rite  of  the  Eucharist  and  the  elements  used 
in  it,  and  the  distinction  of  the  senses  in  which  the  word  sacrifice 
is  employed  in  either  case.  The  service  itself  is  called  the 
Eucharistic  Sacrifice,  or  the  Sacrifice ;  and  this  most  properly, 
because  we  do  offer  sacrifice  in  it— the  sacrifice  of  praise  and 
thanksgiving,  which  is  the  great  characteristic  of  the  service — the 
sacrifice  of  ourselves,  our  souls  and  bodies,  and  of  all  that  we  have, 
which  ;<we  offer  and  present  unto"  the  Lord.  But  when  the 
elements  of  bread  and  wine,  either  by  themselves,  or  in  combination 
with  that  which  they  signify,  are  spoken  of  as  the  Eucharistic 
Sacrifice  made  by  the  priest  and  the  worshippers  through  him, 
then  a  doctrine  is  enunciated,  for  proof  of  which  the  records  of  the 
Primitive  Church  are  searched  in  vain,  and  they  can  only  be  made 
to  conform  to  it  by  an  utter  confusion  of  terms,  and  by,  in  reality, 
taking  for  granted  the  question  to  be  proved.' — Vogan,  pp.  419,  420. 
*  For  a  full  statement  of  the  evidence  I  would  refer  to  a  very 
valuable  pamphlet,  entitled  '  The  Primitive  Doctrine  of  the 
Eucharistic  Sacrifice  as  Exhibited  in  Early  Liturgies,'  by  Clericus 
Cantabrigiensis.  Second  edition.  Deighton,  Bell  and  Co.  1877. 
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can  we  choose  but  yield  ourselves  to  Him  with 
renewed  vows  of  grateful  obedience  ?  In  that 
solemn  service  He  has  drawn  near  to  us  and  we 
to  Him,  He  has  given  us  the  sacred  memorials  of 
His  death  and  passion,  He  has  given  us  His  flesh 
to  eat  and  His  blood  to  drink,  cleansing  our  sinful 
bodies  by  His  body,  and  washing  our  souls  in  His 
most  precious  blood. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

THE    EASTWARD     POSITION. 

BUT,  leaving   the   doctrine,   I  turn  to  some 
practical    questions    connected    with    the 
administration  of  the  Lord's  Supper. 
And  first,  there  is  one  point  on  which  I  desire  to 
utter  a  few  words  of  frank  explanation.     I   have 
not  adopted  the  eastward  position  at  Holy  Com 
munion   even  in  those  churches   in  the   diocese 
where  it  has  been  customary.     In  itself  it  is  a 
matter   of  perfect   indifference,  it   seems  to  me, 
whether  a  clergyman  stands  at  the  north  end  or 
at  the  west  side  of  the  Holy  Table,  or,  indeed,  on 
any  other  side. 

I  think  it  greatly  to  be  regretted  that,  when  the 
question  was  brought  before  the  Privy  Council, 
its  scope  was  not  enlarged  so  that  fuller  liberty 
could  have  been  granted.  Why  should  not  the 
minister  who  consecrates  be  allowed  to  stand  on 
the  east  side,  facing  the  people,  in  which  case  the 
manual  acts  could  always  be  seen,  especially  as 
this  is  beyond  all  question  the  position  which 
most  nearly  agrees  with  the  original  institution  ? 
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I  hope  the  day  will  yet  come,  though  I  may  not 
live  to  see  it,  when  in  our  churches  generally  the 
Holy  Table  will  be  moved  forward  from  the  east 
wall,  and  the  consecrator  will  take  his  place 
behind  it  facing  the  congregation.*  And  I  am 
strongly  of  opinion  that,  whenever  a  clergyman 
takes  the  eastward  position,  he  should  turn  quite 
round  and  face  the  people,  when  he  breaks  and 
blesses  the  bread,  and  when  he  blesses  the  cup.f 
1  Openness,'  as  the  Archbishop  in  the  Lincoln 
Judgement  reminds  us,  '  is  a  characteristic  of  our 
English  Liturgy,'  and  he  lays  stress  accordingly 
on  the  importance  of  letting  the  manual  acts  be 
seen  in  the  consecration  of  the  elements.  *  The 
consecration,'  says  the  Judgement,  '  consists  in  the 
rehearsal  and  repetition  of  what  the  Lord  did  and 
said.  If  any  ceremonial  is  to  be  visible  to  the 
people,  that  action  of  Christ  unquestionably  ought 
to  be  so,  by  the  rule  both  of  the  Gospel  and  of 
our  Prayer-Book '  (pp.  50,  51).  But  this  is  next 
to  impossible  if  the  eastward  position  is  adhered 
to  throughout.  The  person  of  the  priest  is  inter 
posed  almost  of  necessity  between  the  worshippers 
and  the  acts  in  which  he  is  engaged. 

But  it  is  not  only  on  this  ground  that  I  do  not 

*  I  am  informed  by  Mr.  Whitehead  that  the  westward  position 
is  not  in  itself  illegal.  The  only  question  would  be  about  the 
moving  of  the  Holy  Table.  See  his  '  Church  Law,'  under  heading 
Eastward  Position.  See  also  a  pamphlet,  '  In  the  Matter  of  Moving 
the  Lord's  Table.  Case  submitted  for  the  Joint  Opinion  thereon 
of  R.  B.  Finlay,  Q.C.,  and  Benjamin  Whitehead,  B.A.,  together 
with  their  Opinion.' 

t  This,  I  observe,  the  Bishop  of  Oxford  tells  us,  in  his  Second 
Triennial  Charge,  is  his  own  practice. 
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adopt  the  eastward  position.  If  those  who  adopt 
it  were  content  to  say,  *  We  attach  no  doctrinal 
significance  to  it.  We  think  it  most  suitable 
when  we  are  leading  the  prayers  and  praises  of 
the  congregation,  and  therefore  we  take  it  ';  if 
they  would  admit  that,  as  the  Archbishop  says  in 
his  Judgement,  it  has  no  sacrificial  meaning,  we 
might  all  agree  to  regard  it  as  a  matter  absolutely 
indifferent,  and  to  fall  in  with  the  custom  of  the 
church  where  it  is  observed.  But,  unhappily,  this 
is  not  the  ground  on  which  a  large  number  of  the 
clergy  adopt  it.  They  value  this  position  as 
symbolical  of  a  doctrine.  They  believe  that  they 
are  priests  offering  a  sacrifice,  and  on  that  ground 
they  insist  upon  it.  They  have  a  perfect  right  to 
this  belief,  if  they  have  satisfied  themselves  of  its 
truth,  but  they  have  no  right  to  impose  it  upon 
others.  It  has  led  some  of  them  not  only  to 
adopt  the  eastward  position  themselves,  but  to 
make  it  impossible  for  those  who  differ  from  them 
to  take  any  other.  They  act  exactly  as  if  the 
church  were  their  own.  Without  any  reference 
to  the  bishop,  and  without  applying  for  a  faculty, 
they  place  a  new  Holy  Table  in  the  church,  of 
such  dimensions,  or  otherwise  so  constructed,  as 
to  leave  no  room  at  either  end  for  the  minister 
to  stand.  This  I  would  fain  believe  is  done  with 
out  consideration ;  for  it  is  hardly  credible,  that 
any  clergyman  should  wish  to  imply,  that  no  one 
but  himself  can  have  any  conscientious  convic 
tions,  or  that  he  would  deliberately  rob  another  of 
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his  legal  rights.  I  have  had  on  several  occasions, 
either  on  the  restoration  of  an  old  church  or  the 
consecration  of  a  new,  to  insist  that  the  Holy 
Table  should  be  so  placed  that  it  should  be  equally 
possible  to  stand  on  the  north  side  or  on  the  west 
during  the  prayer  of  consecration. 

If,  therefore,  I  were  satisfied  that  the  sacrificial 
meaning  which  is  supposed  to  be  conveyed  by  the 
eastward  position  is  as  true  as  I  believe  it  to  be 
false,  and  utterly  irreconcilable  with  the  plain 
words  and  obvious  intention  of  our  Communion 
Service,  I  should  still  jealously  guard  the  liberty 
of  those  who  took  a  different  view,  and  the  more 
when  I  remember  that  the  north  side  has  been 
for  centuries  the  customary  place  of  the  minister, 
and  that  it  is  only  since  the  Ridsdale  Judgement 
that  the  other  has  been  declared  lawful.  The 
Archbishop  says  in  the  Lincoln  Judgement :  '  The 
north  end  became  the  generally  used  position, 
and  is  beyond  question  a  true  liturgical  use  in  the 
Church  of  England,  formed  as  primitive  uses  were 
formed,  not  by  enactment,  but  ...  by  use'  (p.  35). 
I  shall,  then,  to  the  utmost  of  my  power  protect 
loyal  clergymen,  who  adhere  to  the  old  custom, 
from  tyrannical  attempts  to  circumscribe  their 
reasonable  liberty  and  to  trample  upon  them — as 
if  loyalty  to  the  Church  of  England  were  to  be 
found  only  in  one  path !  I  feel  sure  that  the  good 
sense  and  the  Christian  courtesy  of  the  great  bulk 
of  the  clergy  will  make  it  unnecessary  for  me  to 
press  the  point  further.  I  will  add  that  I  am 
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convinced  that  if  the  true  doctrine  of  the 
Eucharist,  as  held  and  explained  by  the  greatest 
doctors  of  the  Church  of  England,  were  better 
known,  the  doctrine  supposed  to  be  represented 
by  the  eastward  position  would  no  longer  be 
held. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

EVENING    COMMUNION. 

I  TURN  now  to  the  question  of  Evening 
Communion.  I  am  aware  of  the  prejudices 
against  such  administrations,  but  I  believe 
that  time  and  reflection  will  disperse  them,  and 
that  they  will  fade  away  in  the  light  of  a  sanctified 
commonsense.  If  the  Lord's  Supper  is  a  most 
precious  means  of  grace,  we  ought  not  to  shut 
the  door — our  Church  does  not  shut  the  door— 
against  those  who  would  partake,  not  being 
obviously  unworthy,  at  any  hour  of  the  day, 
whether  morning  or  mid-day  or  evening,  least  of 
all  in  the  evening,  which  was  the  time  of  the 
original  institution. 

It  is  true  that  a  gravamen  was  presented  to 
the  Lower  House  of  the  Convocation  of  Canter 
bury  at  their  session  in  May,  1893,  complaining 
'  That  during  the  last  few  years  the  practice  of 
celebrating  Holy  Communion  in  the  evening  has 
grown  up  in  some  parishes  ;  that  such  a  practice, 
whilst  involving  a  departure  from  ecclesiastical 
tradition,  tends  to  lower  the  standard  of  reverence 


The  Doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper    67 

towards  that  Holy  Mystery,  and  to  encourage  a 
minimum  of  effort  in  the  highest  act  of  Christian 
devotion ' ;  and  that  this  was  sent  up  to  the 
Upper  House  with  the  request  that  their  Lord 
ships  would  '  take  such  steps  as  they  may  think 
desirable  to  check  the  growth  of  the  practice.' 
A  committee  of  the  Upper  House  accordingly 
took  the  question  into  careful  consideration  and 
issued  a  report,  in  which,  after  setting  forth 
briefly  the  facts  bearing  on  the  history  of  the 
observance,  they  remark : 

'  That  at  the  Reformation  the  Church  of 
England  made  no  express  regulation  concerning 
the  hour  of  celebrating  the  Holy  Communion, 
the  only  apparent  rule  being  that  it  should  be 
celebrated  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  day,  and  in 
connection  with  Matins.  That  evening  Com 
munion  was  introduced  into  the  Church  of 
England  in  the  present  century  on  account  of 
alleged  necessity,  it  being  maintained  that  many 
would  not  be  able  to  receive  the  Holy  Communion, 
unless  it  were  occasionally  administered  in  the 
evening.'  And  they  conclude,  '  That  regard  being 
had  to  the  continuous  custom  of  the  Church,  as 
well  as  to  the  necessity  now  alleged  to  exist,  it  is 
the  bounden  duty  of  everyone,  who  publicly 
administers  the  Holy  Communion  in  the  evening, 
to  assure  himself  of  the  reality  of  the  need  in  the 
parish  where  he  is  appointed  to  serve.' 

I  am  sorry  to  say  that  I  was  unable  to  concur 
in  the  latter  part  of  the  report,  for  reasons  which 

5—2 
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I  will  give  presently.  But  I  must  observe  with 
regard  to  the  gravamen  that  called  it  forth,  that 
it  betrays  a  singular  ignorance  of  facts,  as  well  as 
an  altogether  exaggerated  estimate  of  the  value 
of  ecclesiastical  tradition.  If  we  are  to  follow 
ecclesiastical  tradition  wherever  it  leads  us,  we 
shall  certainly  find  ourselves  sometimes  in  a  very 
strange  predicament.  Moreover,  it  is  not  true 
that  the  practice  of  evening  Communion  *  tends 
to  lower  the  standard  of  reverence  towards  that 
Holy  Mystery,  and  to  encourage  a  minimum  of 
effort  in  the  highest  act  of  Christian  devotion/ 
The  reverse  is  demonstrably  the  case.  But  I  was 
unable  to  concur  in  the  report  of  the  Upper 
House  because  the  last  clause  appeared  to  me  to 
be  conceived  in  a  narrow,  grudging  spirit,  and  to 
give  with  a  niggardly  hand  what  ought  to  have 
been  given  freely  and  without  reserve.  It  was  a 
concession  reluctantly  extorted,  not  a  change 
welcomed  and  yielded  with  a  good  grace.  It 
practically  casts  a  slur  upon  evening  Communions. 
Either  an  evening  Communion  is  lawful  or  it  is 
not.  If  it  is  lawful,  then  there  is  no  more  reason 
why  everyone  who  publicly  administers  it  in  the 
evening  should  assure  himself  of  the  reality  of 
the  need,  than  one  who  publicly  administers  it  in 
the  morning.  This  is  a  restriction  of  Christian 
liberty  in  which  1  can  have  no  part.  The  Church 
of  England,  as  the  report  admits,  has  made  no 
regulation  for  the  hour  at  which  celebration  of 
the  Lord's  Supper  should  take  place.  So  far  as 
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her  mind  may  be  gathered  from  the  order  of  her 
services,  it  would  seem  that  she  intended  it  to 
be  after  morning  prayer,  for  the  sermon  is  a  part 
of  the  Communion  office.  But  she  nowhere  for 
bids  evening  Communion,  and  the  only  ground 
on  which  the  report  considers  it  '  the  bounden 
duty '  of  a  clergyman  to  satisfy  himself  as  to  the 
reality  of  the  need,  viz.,  '  the  continuous  custom 
of  the  Church,'  is,  to  my  mind,  wholly  devoid  of 
cogency.  In  matters  indifferent  to  themselves, 
one  age  can  be  no  law  to  another.  Each  must 
meet  faithfully  its  own  needs,  and  refusing  the 
crutches  of  ecclesiastical  tradition,  walk  at  liberty 
in  the  largeness  of  the  Gospel. 

It  does  not  follow  that  a  custom,  however 
ancient  or  however  continuous,  is  necessarily 
right.  I  suppose  no  custom  was  more  ancient,  or 
more  universal,  or  more  continuous,  up  to  the 
tenth  century,  than  the  custom  of  administering 
Confirmation  and  giving  the  Holy  Communion  to 
infants.  Bingham  says  that  the  practice  '  con 
tinued  in  the  Church  for  several  ages.  It  is 
frequently  mentioned,'  he  writes,  '  in  Cyprian, 
Austin,  Innocentius,  and  Gennadius,  writers  from 
the  third  to  the  fifth  century.  Maldonatus  con 
fesses  it  was  in  the  Church  for  six  hundred  years. 
And  some  of  the  authorities  just  now  alleged 
prove  it  to  have  continued  two  or  three  ages 
more,  and  to  have  been  the  common  practice 
beyond  the  time  of  Charles  the  Great.'  And 
Dr.  Guettee,  Priest  and  Doctor  in  Theology  in 
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the  Orthodox  Church  of  Russia,  in  his  compara 
tive  view  of  the  three  Churches — Latin,  Greek, 
and  Anglican — says  that  the  Eastern  Church  to 
this  day  teaches  that  Confirmation  ought  to  take 
place  immediately  after  baptism,  and  that  this 
was  the  rule  also  throughout  the  Western  Church 
up  to  the  thirteenth  century.*  But  any  custom, 
however  venerable,  however  '  continuous,'  is  not 
binding  upon  any  particular  Church  ;  and  our 
own  Church  claims  for  herself,  as  for  all  other 
Churches,  a  well-grounded  liberty  in  all  such 
matters.  It  is  vain  to  make  the  past  the  rule  for 
the  present.  This  is  the  surest  way  to  stifle 
growth.  I  gladly  make  the  words  of  the  late 
Bishop  of  Winchester  my  own  :  '  Were  this  argu 
ment  ten  times  stronger  than  it  is,  it  is  not  worth 
a  feather's  weight  in  the  face  of  the  undoubted 
liberty  of  the  English  Church  to  decree  rites  and 
ceremonies  for  herself  as  to  when  she  thinks 
proper.  Nay,  I  would  eagerly  fling  all  the  tradi 
tions  and  decrees  of  the  mediaeval  time  into  the 
Dead  Sea,  sooner  than  rob  one  humble  soul  for 
which  Christ  died  of  the  blessed  Sacrament  of 
His  body.'t 

Let  the  following  facts  be  well  weighed  in 
answer  to  the  objections  which  have  been  urged 
against  evening  Communions.  It  is  undeni 
able  : 

*  '  Exposition  de  la  Doctrine  de  1'Eglise  Catholique  Orthodoxe,' 
pp.  467,  469. 

f  Primai y  Charge  to  the  Clergy  of  the  Rochester  Diocese,  1881. 
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(1)  That  our  Lord  and  His  Apostles  partook  of 

the  Sacrament  after  supper. 

(2)  That    the    primitive    Church    for   the    first 

century  had  no  other  practice. 

(3)  That  in  the  time   of  Cyprian   there   were 

both  morning  and  evening  celebrations, 
and  that  still  later  evening  Communions 
were  recognised  on  certain  days,  and  par 
ticularly  on  Maunday  Thursday,  the  day  of 
the  original  institution. 

(4)  That  the  Church  of  England  has  laid  down 

no  rule  on  the  subject,  though,  by  connect 
ing  her  Communion  office  with  the  sermon, 
it  is  plain  that  she  contemplated  the  mid 
day  Communion  as  the  rule. 

(5)  That  it   is  a   mere  individual  prejudice  to 

assert  that  the  early  morning  is  the  fittest 
time  for  partaking  of  these  holy  mysteries. 
This  is  a  matter  of  personal  feeling  on 
which  one  man  has  no  right  to  dictate  to 
others. 

(6)  That  a  large  number  of  persons,  mothers  of 

families,  lodging-house  keepers,  servants, 
cannot  attend  at  any  other  time  but  in  the 
evening. 

(7)  That  it  is  an  entire  mistake,  an  ignorance 

of  the  ways  of  such  classes,  to  talk  of  them 
as  coming  after  a  full  meal ;  they  come 
after  what  is  to  them  the  lightest  meal  of 
the  whole  day. 

(8)  That  if  self-denial  be   in  question,  though 
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there  is  no  virtue  in  self-denial  of  itself, 
there  is  quite  as  much  self-denial  in  the 
giving  up  of  the  rest  of  the  Sunday  evening, 
by  the  tired  servant  or  lodging-house  keeper, 
as  there  is  in  the  early  rising  of  fashionable 
young  men  or  young  women  who  have  the 
whole  day  at  their  disposal. 

It  is  quite  untrue,  therefore,  to  say,  that  evening 
Communions  are  designed  to  suit  the  laziness  of 
those  who  attend  them,  or,  in  other  words  which 
have  been  applied  to  them  recently,  that '  the  way 
of  the  Cross  is  made  easy,'  or,  as  the  gravamen 
of  the  Lower  House  of  the  Canterbury  Convoca 
tion  puts  it,  that  it  encourages  'a  minimum  of  effort 
in  the  highest  act  of  Christian  devotion.'  This 
objection  assumes  that  religious  worship  is  accept 
able  to  God  in  proportion  as  it  is  irksome  and 
painful  to  the  worshipper.  And  '  to  describe 
participation  in  a  service  like  that  of  the  Holy 
Communion,  which,  if  it  is  a  service  of  confession 
of  sin,  is  still  more  emphatically  a  Eucharist,  a 
service  of  praise  and  thanksgiving,  as  in  any  sense 
"  the  way  of  the  Cross,"  is  to  misunderstand  the 
nature  of  the  service.'*  This  notion  of  merit  in 
the  pain  and  self-denial  of  service  is  pagan,  not 
Christian,  and  we  cannot  too  emphatically  protest 
against  it.  That  God's  service  is  not  only  perfect 
freedom,  but  holy  joy,  let  the  whole  Psalter  testify. 

*  '  Evening  Communion,'  by  the  Ven.  Archdeacon  Hughes- 
Games. 
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Again,  to  urge  that  evening  Communions  are 
irreverent  is  to  urge  what  is  contrary  to  fact. 
Persons  who  urge  the  objection  can  never  have 
been  present  at  them.  I  have  on  several  occa 
sions  taken  part  in  such  Communions,  and  I  can 
only  say,  that  I  have  never  found  any  service  more 
solemn,  more  full  of  holy  peace  and  rest  and 
thanksgiving,  more  truly  a  Eucharist  and  a  Com 
munion  ;  nor  have  I  ever  witnessed  anything  but 
the  most  reverent  and  devout  demeanour  on  the 
part  of  the  communicants.  Surely  those  who 
have  not  hesitated  to  stigmatize  the  practice  as 
'  a  profane  novelty,'  as  '  a  modern  and  scandalous 
innovation,'  as  '  flat  heresy,'  as  '  sacrilege,'  as  an 
'  abomination,'  as  '  sin,'  and  even  '  deadly  sin,'  and 
the  like,  could  hardly  have  reflected  Who  it  is  they 
are  assailing  with  these  rash  and  foolish  words, 
even  Him  who  at  the  Paschal  Supper  brake  and 
blessed  the  bread,  and  gave  it  to  His  disciples, 
and  who  after  Supper  blessed  the  cup,  bidding 
them  all  drink  of  it,  because  it  was  His  blood 
which  was  shed  for  them  and  for  many  for  the 
remission  of  sins.  What  right  has  anyone  to 
invent  a  sin,  or  who  shall  dare  to  cast  a  reproach 
upon  our  Lord  Himself? 

The  practice  has  grown  with  the  growth  and 
development  of  the  Church.  If  it  be  urged  that 
it  is  novel,  so  are  evening  services.  There  was  a 
time  when  these  were  denounced  even  by  bishops 
of  the  Church  as  an  unwarranted  innovation. 
They  are  now  some  of  our  brightest  and  most 
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successful  services.  So  far  as  evening  Com 
munions  are  concerned,  they  were  first  introduced, 
or  at  least  first  sanctioned,  by  Dr.  Hook,  a  stout 
and  loyal  Churchman  if  ever  there  was  one,  when 
he  was  Vicar  of  Leeds,  after  careful  consultation 
with  the  other  clergy  of  the  town,  and  distinctly 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  only  in  the  evening 
that  the  working  classes  were  able  to  attend. 
Since  the  introduction  of  evening  Communions 
they  have  been  allowed  and  approved  by  many 
bishops,  and  those  to  whom  the  Church  has  been 
wont  to  lend  a  willing  ear  :  by  the  late  Archbishop 
Magee  ;  by  the  late  Bishop  of  Winchester  (Dr. 
Thorold),  both  in  his  Primary  Charge  and  in  his 
second  Charge  to  the  clergy  of  the  Diocese  of 
Rochester ;  by  the  late  Bishop  of  Manchester 
(Dr.  Fraser) ;  by  the  late  Bishop  Wordsworth  of 
Lincoln ;  by  the  late  Bishop  Philpotts ;  and  by 
Bishop  Jeune.  The  testimony  of  men  like  Dr. 
Hook,  Bishop  Fraser,  and  Bishop  Thorold  is 
especially  valuable,  because  they  were  all  men  who 
were  conversant  with  the  needs  of  the  working 
classes,  the  lower  middle  classes,  and  the  poor  in 
our  large  cities.* 

*  The  practice  has  also  been  amply  vindicated  by  the  present 
Bishop  of  Exeter  in  two  admirable  letters  to  the  7'twes,  on 
January  16  and  30,  1893,  and  by  Dr.  Yaughan,  the  late  Dean  of 
Llandaff,  writing  under  the  signature  '  Rusticus,'  whose  letter 
appeared  on  the  3ist  of  the  same  month  ;  and  most  fully,  and  in 
the  most  complete,  temperate,  and  convincing  manner  by  Arch 
deacon  Hughes-Games  in  his  small  volume  on  '  Evening  Com 
munion,'  a  work  which  I  earnestly  commend  to  the  calm  and 
dispassionate  study  of  all  who  still  entertain  a  prejudice  against 
evening  Communion.  A  custom  which  is  supported  by  such  names 
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For  myself,  I  am  ready  to  give  my  hearty 
approval  and  countenance  to  those  clergymen 
who  have  introduced  evening  Communions  into 
their  large  town  parishes,  as  affording  the  oppor 
tunity  of  precious,  means  of  grace  to  many, 
especially  among  our  working  classes,  who  would 
otherwise  be  debarred  from  it. 

As  a  rule,  evening  Communions  are  not  desirable 
or  practicable  in  country  parishes.  Each  clergy 
man  must  consider  the  needs  of  his  own  parish 
before  he  introduces  them.  I  desire  only  to 
emphasize  the  fact  that  such  Communions  are 
always  lawful,  though  not  always  expedient. 


as  those  I  have  mentioned  cannot  be  blown  aside  with  the  remark 
that  it  is  contrary  to  the  continuous  custom  of  the  Church.  It  is 
said,  indeed,  that  Dr.  Hook  changed  his  mind,  not  being  satisfied 
that  evening  Communions  were  necessary  ;  but  he  could  not  have 
regarded  them  as  wrong  in  themselves,  or  he  would  never  have 
sanctioned  the  introduction  of  them  in  the  first  instance. 


CHAPTER  X. 

FASTING    COMMUNION. 

UT  behind  and  beyond  the  question  of  Even 
ing  Communion  lies  the  question  of  the 
necessity  of  Fasting  Communion,  though 
it  is  true  that  each  may  be  considered  apart.  The 
opponents  of  evening  Communion  are  not  neces 
sarily  the  advocates  of  fasting  Communion,  nor 
does  fasting  Communion  necessarily  imply  the  un 
lawfulness  of  evening  Communion.  Mr.  Puller,  in  a 
paper  read  before  the  Confraternity  of  the  Blessed 
Sacrament,  May  28,  18^1,  makes  this  quite  clear. 
He  says  :  '  We  have,  I  hope,  got  beyond  the  notion 
that  the  early  Church  objected  to  afternoon  and 
evening  celebrations.  The  early  Church  in  no 
sort  of  way  objected  to  evening  celebrations  pcrsc* 
She  celebrated  continually  in  the  afternoon  or 
evening.  She  had  an  evening  celebration  every 
day  in  Lent.  .  .  .  Why,  then,  did  she  never 
celebrate  late  on  Sundays  or  festivals  ?  Un 
doubtedly  the  true  reason  is  that  a  late  celebra 
tion,  or  at  any  rate  a  late  Communion,  involved 
a  long  and  rigid  fast,  and  the  early  Church 
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refused  to  turn   Sundays  and  festivals  into  fast- 
days.' 

But  when  we  come  to  examine  the  arguments 
on  which  the  obligatory  character  of  this  rule  are 
built,  we  find  they  are  of  the  flimsiest  description. 
The  rule  itself  rests  almost  exclusively  on  certain 
statements  made  by  St.  Augustine  in  his  well- 
known  letter  to  Januarius,  supported  by  a  canon 
of  the  Council  of  Carthage,  which  about  the  same 
time  or  a  little  earlier  made  fasting  Communion 
obligatory.  St.  Augustine  had  been  consulted  by 
Januarius  on  certain  questions  respecting  the 
Sacraments,  festivals,  fasting,  and  the  Eucharist. 
In  his  reply  on  the  latter  point  he  first  refers  to 
the  original  institution,  observing,  that  when  they 
had  eaten,  Jesus  took  bread  and  brake  it ;  likewise 
after  supper  the  cup,  and  that  it  is  expressly  said 
that  the  supper  was  in  the  evening.  '  And  it  is 
perfectly  clear,'  he  writes,  '  that  when  the  disciples 
first  received  the  Body  and  Blood  they  did  not 
receive  it  fasting.  Must  we  therefore,  on  this 
account,  find  fault  with  the  Universal  Church 
because  it  is  always  received  fasting  ?  No  !  For 
from  this  time  (ex  hoc)  it  seemed  good  to  the  Holy 
Ghost,  that  in  honour  of  so  great  a  Sacrament, 
the  Lord's  body  should  enter  the  mouth  of 
Christians  before  any  other  food  :  for  this  reason 
is  that  custom  kept  throughout  the  whole  world. 
For  because  the  Lord  gave  it  after  food,  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  brethren  ought  to  come 
together  after  the  morning  or  evening  meal  (pransi 
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aut  cccnati)  to  receive  that  Sacrament,  or  as  they 
used  to  do  whom  the  Apostle  reproves  and  cor 
rects,  to  mix  the  Sacramental  elements  (ista)  with 
their  meals.  For  the  Saviour  that  He  might  the 
more  earnestly  impress  upon  them  (vehemcntcr 
commcndarct)  the  depth  of  that  mystery,  desired 
by  making  this  His  last  act  to  imprint  it  more 
deeply  on  the  hearts  and  memory  of  His  disciples, 
from  whom  He  was  about  to  depart  to  His 
passion,  and  accordingly  He  did  not  prescribe  in 
what  order  it  should  henceforth  be  taken  ;  that 
He  might  reserve  this  matter  (locum]  for  the 
Apostles,  by  whom  He  intended  to  set  in  order 
the  Churches.  For  if  He  had  admonished  them 
that  (the  Sacrament)  should  always  be  received 
after  other  food,  I  believe  that  no  one  would  have 
changed  that  practice.  But  when  the  Apostle, 
speaking  of  this  Sacrament,  says :  "  Wherefore, 
my  brethren,  when  ye  come  together  to  eat  tarry 
one  for  another,  and  if  any  man  hunger,  let  him 
eat  at  home,  that  ye  come  not  together  unto  con 
demnation,"  he  immediately  added,  "  and  the  rest 
will  I  set  in  order  when  I  come."  Whence  we 
are  given  to  understand  (since  it  was  too  much 
for  him  to  suggest  in  his  Epistle  the  whole  order 
of  proceeding  which  is  observed  by  the  Universal 
Church  throughout  the  world)  that  the  rule  was 
laid  down  by  the  Apostle  in  person,  which  is  now 
everywhere  the  same '  (nulla  monim  diversitatc 
variatnr). 

From    this   passage   we    learn    (i)    that   when 
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Augustine  wrote  this  letter  (about  400  A.D.)  there 
was,  so  far  as  he  was  aware,  no  deviation  from 
the  rule  of  fasting  Communion  (though  Socrates 
informs  us  that  the  Egyptians  in  the  Thebaid, 
and  those  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Alexandria, 
celebrated  the  Eucharist  on  Saturday  evening, 
and  after  a  full  meal).  That  the  general  rule  was 
what  St.  Augustine  describes,  at  least  in  the 
Western  Church,  may  be  granted,  though  had  it 
been  universal  it  would  hardly  have  required  a 
canon  of  a  Council  to  make  it  obligatory,  but  the 
reason  which  he  gives  for  its  observance  is 
unworthy  of  so  great  a  doctor.  It  is  a  grossly 
carnal  and  unspiritual  conception  to  say  '  that  in 
honour  of  so  great  a  Sacrament  the  body  of  the 
Lord  should  enter  the  mouth  before  any  other 
food.'  Of  a  similar  statement*  the  late  Bishop 
Wilberforce  did  not  hesitate  to  say  that  it  was 
'  foolish  and  disgusting ';  foolish  because  the  pur 
pose  in  view  is  defeated  by  eating  immediately 
after  the  Holy  Communion  as  completely  as  if  it 
preceded  participation  ;  disgusting,  to  introduce 
the  question  of  digestion  at  all.  To  believe  that 
food  defiles  the  body,  that  the  body  is  purer  when 
no  food  passes  the  lips,  and,  therefore,  more  fit  to 
receive  the  heavenly  Visitant,  is  a  degrading 
materialism.  Moreover,  it  is  in  flagrant  contra 
diction  to  the  express  words  of  our  blessed  Lord. 

*  Viz.,  '  That  as  Christ's  body  was  put  into  the  new  tomb  where 
never  yet  was  man  laid,  so  it  should  be  with  the  sacred  elements.' — 
*  Ritual  Reason  Why,'  p.  161. 
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He  says :  '  Hearken  unto  Me,  all  of  you,  and 
understand,  there  is  nothing  from  without  the 
man  that  entering  into  him  can  defile  him,  but 
the  things  which  come  out  of  him,  these  are  they 
that  defile  a  man ;  for  from  without  of  the  heart 
proceed  evil  thoughts,  etc.  ;  ...  all  these  things 
come  forth  from  within  and  defile  the  man ' 
(St.  Mark  vii.  15-23).  Food  does  not  defile, 
abstinence  from  food  cannot  sanctify.  Bodily 
abstinence  is  of  use,  if  it  make  the  spirit  more 
willing,  more  active,  more  ready,  but  it  does  not 
make  a  man  more  holy.  '  Neither,  if  we  eat,  are 
we  the  better ;  neither,  if  we  eat  not,  are  we  the 
worse.' 

(2)  But  in  the  next  place  St.  Augustine  expresses 
his  opinion  that  in  the  words  '  the  rest  will  I  set 
in  order  when  I  come '  (i  Cor.  xi.  34),  St.  Paul 
had  appointed  a  strict  fast  by  way  of  correcting 
the  abuses  of  the  Christian  Church  at  Corinth, 
and  that  the  observance  of  the  rule  throughout 
the  Universal  Church  is  to  be  traced  to  his 
authority.  This  is  a  specimen  of  reading  into 
the  Apostolic  record  whatever  a  man  wishes  to 
find  there,  which  is  but  too  characteristic  of  many 
interpreters  besides  St.  Augustine.  How  slender 
a  basis  for  so  vast  a  superstructure  !  St.  Paul 
might  in  a  dozen  words  have  said,  '  You  have 
been  guilty  of  profanation  of  the  Sacrament ; 
henceforth  receive  it  fasting.'  But,  instead  of 
that,  what  he  actually  does  say  is :  '  When  ye 
assemble  yourselves  together  it  is  not  possible  to 
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eat  the  Lord's  Supper,  for  in  your  eating  each 
one  taketh  before  other  his  own  supper,  and  one 
is  hungry  and  another  is  drunken.  What  !  have 
ye  not  houses  to  eat  and  to  drink  in  ?  or  despise 
ye  the  Church  (or  congregation)  of  God,  and  put 
them  to  shame  that  have  not  (or,  have  nothing)  ? 
What  shall  I  say  to  you  ?  Shall  I  praise  you  in 
this  ?  I  praise  you  not.'  Then,  after  an  account 
of  the  institution  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  and  the 
great  peril  of  the  unworthy  receiving  thereof,  he 
concludes  :  '  Wherefore,  my  brethren,  when  ye 
come  together  to  eat,  wait  one  for  another  (instead 
of  each  one  taking  before  another  his  own  supper) 
(ver.  21).  If  any  man  is  hungry,  let  him  eat  at 
home,  that  your  coming  together  be  not  unto 
judgement'  (i  Cor.  xi.  20-22,  33,  34,  R.  V.) 
Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  this.  In  the  Cor 
inthian  Church  rich  and  poor  brought  their  food 
with  them  for  the  love-feast  which  preceded  the 
Lord's  Supper  ;  but  the  rich,  instead  of  sharing 
their  provision  with  the  poor,  kept  it  to  them 
selves.  Hence  the  poor,  who  could  bring  little, 
were  '  hungry  ';  and  the  rich,  indulging  too  freely, 
were  '  drunken.'  And  St.  Paul  says  :  '  Don't  bring 
your  food  to  a  love-feast,  where  one  is  hungry  and 
another  drunken.  Eat  your  meals  at  home  before 
you  come,  that  you  may  without  riot  or  confusion, 
or  unseemly  irreverence,  or  contempt  of  your 
poor  brethren,  partake  of  the  Lord's  Supper.' 

I  have  already  expressed  my  opinion  in  Con 
vocation  that  although  St.  Chrysostom  is  a  very 
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decided  advocate  of  receiving  the  Holy  Com 
munion  fasting,  yet  he  is  so  on  very  different 
grounds  from  St.  Augustine.  His  whole  tone  is 
different.  There  is  not  a  syllable  about  the  body 
of  the  Lord  entering  the  mouth  before  any  other 
food.  On  the  contrary,  in  the  well-known  passage 
in  his  Epistle  to  Cyriacus,*  while  he  indignantly 
repudiates  the  charge  that  had  been  brought 
against  him  of  administering  the  Communion  to 
certain  persons  after  a  meal,  he  is  no  less  energetic 
in  protesting  against  the  charge  that  he  had 
administered  Baptism  without  fasting.  *  If  I  have 
done  this,'  he  exclaims,  '  let  my  name  be  blotted 
out  of  the  roll  of  bishops,  and  not  be  written  in 
the  book  of  the  orthodox  faith  ;  for  behold,  if  I 
did  any  such  thing,  Christ  also  will  cast  me  out 
of  His  kingdom.  But  if  they  will  make  this  an 
offence  in  me,  let  them  also  assail  the  authority 
of  Paul,  who  after  supper  baptized  a  whole  house 
hold  ;  yea,  let  them  assail  the  authority  of  the 
Lord  Himself,  who  after  supper  gave  the  com 
munion  to  His  Apostles.'  It  is  evident  that  in 
this  passage  Chrysostom  puts  Baptism  and  the 
Lord's  Supper  on  the  same  level.  If  he  held  that 
fasting  was  necessary  before  the  one,  he  held  that 
it  was  necessary  before  the  other  also  ;  he  could 
not  therefore  have  had  any  such  carnal  concep 
tion  of  the  Lord's  Supper  as  we  have  seen  in 
St.  Augustine.  Moreover — and  this  is  conclusive 
that  he  was  free  from  so  gross  a  conception — 

*  Ep.  cxxv.,  torn,  iii.,  p.  668,  Ed.  Ben. 
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rebuking  the  Church  of  his  day  for  intemperance 
after  reception,  and  for  neglect  of  the  poor,  and 
assuming  that  the  communicant  has  fasted  before, 
he  says  that  he  ought  to  be  even  more  careful 
after  reception,  or  he  will  lose  all  the  benefit,  for 
'  it  is  not  the  same  thing  to  be  sober  (i/7J<£e«/)* 
before  and  after.  For  thou  oughtest  to  be 
temperate  (awfypovelv)  in  each  case,  but  especially 
after  receiving  the  Bridegroom.' 

It  is  clear,  moreover,  from  many  passages  in 
St.  Chrysostom  that  he  did  not  regard  the  essence 
of  a  fast  to  be  abstinence  from  food  ;  he  expressly 
denies  this  in  one  passage :  '  He  who  defines  fasting 
merely  as  abstinence  from  food,  dishonours  it  ';•(• 
and,  further,  that  he  uses  the  Greek  words  signify 
ing  'to  be  sober/  'to  be  temperate,'  as  the  equiva 
lent  of  '  to  fast.'  Indeed,  St.  Chrysostom's  fast 
before  Communion,  as  he  describes  it  elsewhere, 
must  have  been  more  like  the  fast  of  the  Scotch 
Presbyterian  Church,  than  the  slavish  abstinence 
from  food  so  frequently  insisted  on  now.  It  is 
further  noticeable  that  in  one  important  passage, 
when  enumerating  what  is  requisite  in  them  that 
come  to  the  Holy  Communion,  he  bids  them 
draw  near  '  who  come  with  a  clean  conscience,  a 
clean  heart,  and  a  life  free  from  all  reproach,'  and 
says  not  a  word  about  fasting.* 

*  The  word  is  used  especially  of  abstinence  from  wine,  not  from 
food.  For  St.  Chrysostom's  opinion  on  the  subject  see  further,  in 
Appendix  L. 

t  'Ad  Pop.  Antioch.,'  Horn.  iii..  torn,  ii.,  p.  41. 

+  In  '  Epist.  ad  Hebrseos,'  c.  x.,  Horn,  xvii.,  torn,  xiii.,  169  B. 
And  yet  Mr.  Puller  can  say  :  'I  do  not  doubt  that  the  rule  of 
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I  have  now  been  very  carefully  through  all  the 
passages  in  which  St.  Chrysostom  speaks  of  the 
Holy  Communion,  and  of  the  right  partaking 
thereof;  and  I  think  the  following  conclusions 
may  be  safely  drawn  as  to  his  teaching  on  the 
subject : 

(1)  He  held   that   the    Sacrament  was  a  very 

special  means  of  grace,  and  that  no  one 
should  presume  to  partake  of  it  without 
careful  preparation. 

(2)  That  this  preparation  consisted  in  spiritual 

discipline,  in  repentance  and  faith  and 
charity,  in  prayer  and  fasting,  and  that  not 
merely  immediately  before  reception,  but 
for  some  time  previously,  '  our  fathers 
extended  the  course  of  fasting.' 

(3)  That  the  fasting  of  which  he  speaks  is  not 

merely  abstinence  from  food,  but  a  diligent 
self-control,  a  subduing  of  the  passions  and 
appetites.* 

(4)  That    he  considered   such   temperance  and 

abstinence  to  be  of  more  importance  after 
than  before  reception,  '  for  it  is  not  the 
same  thing  to  be  sober  (vrjfaw)  before  and 
after.  For  thou  oughtest  to  be  temperate 


keeping  before  Communion  a  natural  fast,  that  is  a  complete 
abstinence  from  all  food  and  drink,  either  from  midnight  or  from 
the  sunset  of  the  preceding  day,  comes  down  to  us  from  Apostolic 
times.' 

*  'Ad  Pop.  Antioch.,'  Horn,  iii.,  Opp  ,  ii.  41,  c.  d. 
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in  each  case,  but  especially  after 
receiving  the  Bridegroom.' 
(5)  The  picture  which  he  draws  of  the  com 
municants  of  his  day  is  appalling,  and  leads 
to  the  conclusion  that  whatever  the  rule 
of  the  Church  may  have  been  as  regards 
fasting  Communion,  it  was  not  observed  ; 
otherwise  he  would  not  have  had  to  reprove 
his  hearers  for  coming  riotously,  struggling, 
kicking,  and  thrusting  one  another  as  they 
drew  near  the  Lord's  Table.* 

But  whatever  may  have  been  the  rule  in  the 
fourth  century,  it  is  perfectly  certain  that  our  own 
Church  has  imposed  no  such  rule  upon  her 
children.  If  any  Christian  man  thinks  that  he 
can  partake  of  the  Holy  Supper  of  the  Lord  with 
a  more  collected  mind,  with  more  devout  aspira 
tion,  when  fasting,  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  receive 
fasting.  But  he  has  no  right  to  restrict  the 
liberty  of  others,  where  the  Church  of  England 
has  not  done  so,  on  any  idle  plea  of  Catholic 
usage.  That  which  our  Prayer-Book  does  not 
require  is  not  Catholic,  and  there  is  not  a  passage 
in  the  Prayer-Book  which  requires  fasting  Com 
munion,  or  which  lends  it  any  encouragement. 
On  the  contrary,  as  I  have  before  remarked,  by 
making  the  sermon  a  part  of  the  office,  the 
Church  implies  that  the  Communion  will  be  late 
in  the  day,  and,  therefore,  that  it  will  be  after  a 

*  Homily  on  Christmas  Day,  Opp.,  torn,  ii.,  364,  E. 
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meal.  Indeed,  if  there  were  any  doubt  on  the 
subject,  a  comparison  of  the  rubric  before  Adult 
Baptism,  with  the  rubric  before  Holy  Com 
munion  and  the  Exhortations,  renders  it  morally 
certain  that  our  Church  did  not  intend  to  require 
fasting  before  participation.  For,  whereas  the 
candidate  for  Baptism  is  directed  to  fast  before 
the  Sacrament  is  administered,  no  such  require 
ment  is  made  of  any  man  before  he  receives  the 
Holy  Communion.  The  omission  of  any  such 
direction  in  the  latter  case  must  have  been  very 
deliberate  and  intentional,  there  being  no  less 
than  five  distinct  places  in  which  our  Church  deals 
with  the  due  preparation  for  the  Lord's  Supper 
(the  Catechism,  the  Rubric  before  the  Communion 
Service,  and  the  three  Exhortations).  In  not 
one  of  these  is  fasting  mentioned,  while  it  is  men 
tioned  in  the  one  notice  of  the  preparation  of  such 
as  are  of  riper  years  for  Baptism.  The  signifi 
cance  of  the  omission  before  Communion  is  yet 
more  apparent  when  taken  in  connection  with 
the  name  of  *  feast '  and  '  banquet,'  applied  in  our 
service  to  the  Lord's  Supper. 


CHAPTER  XL 

DAILY     COMMUNION. 

THE  custom  of  daily  celebrations  is  not 
perhaps  very  common,  but  it  seerns  to  be 
gaining  ground.  Even  if  they  were  desir 
able  on  other  grounds,  there  is  this  danger  attend 
ing  them,  that  they  must  almost  inevitably  lead 
to  a  disregard  of  the  rubric,  which  requires  that 
there  shall  be  three  at  least  to  communicate  with 
the  priest.  It  is  true  that,  as  another  rubric 
directs,  '  so  many  as  intend  to  be  partakers  of  the 
Holy  Communion  shall  signify  their  names  to  the 
curate,  at  least  some  time  the  day  before.'  If 
that  rubric  were  observed,  the  priest  would 
have  no  excuse,  who  should  celebrate  knowing 
that  a  sufficient  number  would  not  be  present  as 
communicants.  But  the  neglect  of  the  Rubric 
concerning  the  necessary  number  of  the  com 
municants  is  a  serious  matter,  intended,  as  the 
Rubric  obviously  was, '  to  guard  against  any 
approach  to  the  solitary  Masses  of  the  Church 
of  Rome.  It  would  be  far  better  to  drop  the 
daily  Communion,  which  is  certainly  not  primi- 
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tive,*   nor  in   accordance  with  the  mind   of  the 
Church  of  England,  than  to  incur  any  such  risk. 

Besides,  as  Archdeacon  Freeman  reminds  us,t 
'There  is  not  a  shadow  of  evidence  that  in 
Apostolic  times,  at  least  after  the  very  first  Pente 
costal  inauguration  of  the  Church,  if  even  then, 
there  was  daily  celebration  of  the  Eucharist. 
The  evidence  is,  on  the  contrary,  entirely  the 
other  way.'  I  agree  with  him,  that  the  im 
probability  of  new  converts  being  admitted  to  a 
daily  Eucharist  is  very  strong  indeed,  and  even 
if  Acts  ii.  42,  46,  can  be  so  interpreted,  it  '  is 
certainly  at  variance  with  all  else  that  we  subse 
quently  gather  on  the  subject.  The  manner  in 
which  the  first  day  of  the  week  stands  out 
from  the  Acts  (ii.  i)  to  the  Revelation  (i.  10), 
especially  for  Eucharistic  assemblies  (Acts  xx.  7 ; 
i  Cor.  xvi.  2)  must  be  admttted.'  .  .  .  The 
earliest  post-Apostolic  evidence  is  in  the  same 
direction.  I  will  not  insist  upon  the  well-known 
letter  of  Pliny,  but  Justin  Martyr,  though  perhaps 
recognising  other  occasional  celebrations,  dis 
tinctly  gives  Sunday  celebrations  as  the  rule. 
Tertullian  speaks  of  Communions  twice  a  week 

*  It  has  been  argued  that  the  daily  Communion  is  primitive 
because  some  Fathers  so  interpreted  the  petition  in  the  Lord's 
Prayer,  '  Give  us  this  day  our  daily  bread.'  The  earliest  of  the 
Fathers  who  gives  this  interpretation  of  the  petition  is  Cyprian. 
Augustine  has  the  same  interpretation ;  nevertheless,  he  acknow 
ledges  that  the  custom  was  not  universal.  '  In  some  places,'  he  says, 
'  they  communicate  daily  ;  in  others  every  Saturday  and  Sunday  ; 
in  others,  again,  only  on  Sunday.' — Ep.  118,  'Ad  Januar.' 

t  '  Principles  of  Divine  Service,'  vol.  i.,  ch.  ii.,  sec.  2,  pp.  188, 
189. 
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besides,  and  on  festivals.  Cyprian  (A.D.  250)  is 
the  first  who  alludes  to  a  daily  celebration.  In 
the  Church  of  Alexandria,  as  late  as  the  end  of 
the  fourth  century,  the  Eucharist  was  celebrated 
only  on  Saturdays  and  Sundays,  both  these  days 
being  reckoned  as  festivals ;  and,  strange  to  say, 
the  Armenian  Church,  founded  by  Gregory  the 
Illuminator  towards  the  close  of  the  third  century, 
went  so  far  as  to  forbid  a  Eucharist  on  any  other 
days  but  Saturdays  and  Sundays,  or  on  the  great 
festivals  of  our  Lord  and  the  Virgin  Mary.  It  is 
not  till  the  fourth  century  that  a  daily  Communion 
seems  first  to  have  obtained  an  extensive  footing. 
'  The  Churches  of  Constantinople,  and  Carthage, 
of  Rome,  and  of  Spain  now  provided  a  daily 
Eucharist  for  such  as  desired  it,  and  their  great 
doctors  are  busied  with  settling  a  question  com 
paratively  new  to  the  Church,  as  to  the  expedi 
ency  of  such  frequent  reception.  And  it  is  at  this 
very  time  that  we  also  first  hear,  from  the  same 
writers,  of  Christian  men,  alike  in  the  East  and 
in  the  West,  contenting  themselves  with  Com 
munion  once  a  year,  which  still  remains  as  the 
allowed  minimum  in  the  Western  Church,  Eng 
land  only  excepted.  This,'  says  Archdeacon 
Freeman,  *  is  a  fact  which  we  shall  do  well  to 
ponder.'  The  too  great  frequency  of  communi 
cating  led  to  an  almost  universal  neglect  of  the 
ordinance. 


CHAPTER  XII. 

NOX-COMMUNICATING    ATTENDANCE. 

"  I  ^HERE  is  a  further  danger  connected  with 
a  daily  Communion,  that  it  tends  almost 
inevitably  to  encourage  non- communi 
cating  attendance,  a  practice  which  is  alike  devoid 
of  a  shadow  of  countenance  in  primitive  antiquity, 
and  opposed  to  the  whole  spirit  of  our  own 
service. 

(i)  As  regards  primitive  antiquity,  I  will  in 
stance  the  words  of  St.  Chrysostom,  who  was 
so  far  from  supposing  that  non-communicants 
derived  any  benefit  from  merely  witnessing  the 
service,  that  he  sharply  reproves  them. 

'  In  vain,'  he  exclaims,  '  is  the  daily  oblation  ; 
in  vain  do  we  stand  at  the  altar  .  .  .  for  there  is 
none  to  partake.'  Then,  after  insisting  on  the 
importance  of  coming  clean  to  the  heavenly  feast, 
he  says :  '  Whoever  doth  not  partake  of  the 
mysteries  standeth  as  impudent  and  reckless.  If 
any  called  to  a  banquet  should  wash  his  hands, 
and  sit  down,  be  ready  for  the  banquet,  and  yet 
not  taste  the  food,  would  he  not  offer  an  affront 
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to  the  host  by  whom  he  was  bidden  ?  Were  it 
not  better  that  such  as  this  should  never  appear 
at  all  ?'* 

I  need  not  quote  more.  Bingham  is  quite 
clear  that  in  ancient  and  primitive  times  the 
custom  was  '  for  all  that  were  allowed  to  stay  and 
communicate  in  prayers  to  communicate  in  the 
participation  of  the  Eucharist  also,'  except  the 
consistcittcs  in  their  final  state  of  penitential 
discipline.  And  Maskell,  in  his  'Ancient  Liturgy,' 
says  :  'It  is  so  well  known  that  during  the  first 
five  centuries  the  universal  practice  was  to  allow 
no  one  to  be  present  except  communicants,  that 
it  would  be  a  waste  of  space  and  time  to  repeat 
authorities  which  have  been  cited  over  and  over 
again.'  It  is  remarkable,  that  even  the  Council  of 
Trent  desires,  '  that  all  who  are  present  at  the 
Mass  should  communicate  sacramentally/  and  the 
prayers  of  the  canon  imply  that  they  do  so  ;  for 
they  are  offered  for  '  as  many  as  have  by  this  par 
ticipation  of  the  altar  received  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ.' 

But  (2)  it  is  opposed  to  the  whole  spirit  of  our 
own  service.  That  service  assumes  throughout 
that  those  who  are  present  are  also  communicants. 
The  invitation  runs :  *  Draw  near  with  faith  and 
take  this  holy  Sacrament  to  your  comfort.'  The 
service  proceeds  on  the  supposition  that  none  but 
those  who  '  mind  to  come  to  the  Holy  Communion 
are  present  at  the  administration.'  Its  language 

*  Horn,  ifi  Ephes.  iii.,  c.  I,  Opp.,  torn,  xi.,  p.  23. 
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is :  '  Grant  that  we  receiving  these  Thy  creatures 
of  bread  and  wine,  etc.  .  .  .  humbly  beseeching 
Thee  that  all  we  who  are  partakers  of  this  Holy 
Communion  may  be  fulfilled  with  Thy  grace  and 
heavenly  benediction.-  .  .  .  We  most  heartily 
thank  Thee  for  that  Thou  dost  vouchsafe  to  feed 
us,  who  have  duly  received  these  holy  mysteries, 
with  the  spiritual  food  of  the  most  precious  body 
and  blood  of  our  Saviour  Jesus  Christ.'  In  con 
formity  with  this  is  the  language  of  the  Twenty-fifth 
Article:  'The  Sacraments  were  not  ordained  of 
Christ  to  be  gazed  upon  .  .  .  but  that  we  should 
duly  use  them.'  But  it  is  undeniable  that  a 
custom  has  grown  up  in  many  places  of  gazing 
upon  the  Sacrament  instead  of  partaking  of  it. 
And  here  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  an  approach, 
it  is  hardly  uncharitable  to  say  a  purposed 
approach,  to  the  errors  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

'  Services  exactly  corresponding  to  the  Low 
Masses  of  the  Church  of  Rome  are  multiplied  '- 
I  am  quoting  words  written  thirty  years  ago,  but 
unhappily  as  true  and  as  applicable  to  our  cir 
cumstances  now  as  they  were  then — '  without  any 
design  of  affording  additional  opportunities  of 
communicating,  for  congregations  in  which  few 
are  expected  or  desired  to  be  more  than  listeners  ; 
most,  indeed,  not  so  much,  for  as  they  are  provided 
with  manuals  of  devotion  to  be  used  at  the 
celebration  of  the  Holy  Eucharist  by  such  as  do 
not  communicate,  they  may  be  as  little  aware  of 
what  is  said  and  done  at  the  Holy  Table  as  if  they 
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were  outside  the  door,  and  only  apprised  of  the 
moment  of  consecration  by  the  tinkling  of  a  bell.'* 

I  have  no  desire  to  curtail  individual  liberty. 
If  any  man  think  that  he  can  remain  in  church 
engaged  in  his  own  private  devotions,  while  a 
service  is  going  on  in  which  he  has  no  place,  this 
is  a  matter  for  his  own  conscience,  with  which  no 
one  else  has  a  right  to  interfere  ;  but  it  is  nothing 
but  a  delusion  to  suppose  that  he  is  nearer  to 
Christ,  because  he  sees  but  does  not  partake  of 
the  Sacrament,  or  that  he  shares  the  benefits 
which  belong  to  a  worthy  reception  of  the 
elements. 

In  the  second  Prayer-Book  of  Edward  VI.,  an 
exhortation  followed  the  prayer  for  the  Church 
Militant,  in  which  the  congregation  was  ad 
monished  not  to  '  stand  by  as  gazers  and  lookers 
on  them  that  do  communicate,  and  be  no  par 
takers  of  the  same  themselves ;'  and  then,  after 
further  urgent  appeals,  came  the  words,  '  Where 
fore,  rather  than  you  should  do  so,  depart  you 
hence,  and  give  place  to  them  that  be  godly  dis 
posed.'  The  result  of  the  exhortation,  though  it 
may  be  doubted  whether  this  was  the  intention, 
was  to  prevent  everyone  who  did  not  intend  to 
communicate  from  remaining  for  the  service.  On 
the  revision  of  the  Prayer-Book  in  1662,  the  '  sen 
tence  of  exclusion,'  as  it  has  been  termed,  was 
omitted,  apparently  as  being  no  longer  necessary. 
For  the  revised  office  evidently  proceeds,  as  I 

*  Thirl  wall,  '  Charges,'  ii.  167. 
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have  already  remarked,  on  the  supposition  that 
all  who  are  present  will  communicate. 

But  now  we  are  asked  to  revert,  not  to  the 
primitive  usage,  when  it  is  quite  certain  that  all 
who  were  present  were  partakers,  but  to  the 
corrupt  medieval  practice,  which  our  reformers 
deliberately  abolished  when  they  forbade  solitary 
Masses,  and  required  that  there  should  be  no 
celebration  unless  there  were  a  sufficient  number 
to  communicate  with  the  priest.  The  author  of 
a  well-known  work,  indeed,  did  not  hesitate  to 
say  that  '  any  priest  who  could  induce  his  people 
to  give  its  true  prominence  to  the  Eucharistic 
office  should  at  once  resume  the  ancient  usage  ' ; 
that  is,  the  mediaeval  usage  of  celebrating  the 
Eucharist  without  any  Communion,  unless  the 
reception  of  the  elements  by  the  priest  himself 
may  be  so  called.  '  In  what  material  point  such 
a  service  would  differ  from  the  modern  Mass  it 
would  not  be  easy  to  say,'  and  I  imagine  that 
those  who  are  so  ready  to  assure  us  that  the  use 
of  the  term  '  Mass  '  is  indifferent,  provided  only 
that  the  thing  signified  by  it  (i.e.,  in  the  Church 
of  Rome,  I  suppose)  be  jealously  retained  in  the 
Church  of  England,  which  has  explicitly  con 
demned  and  repudiated  it,  would  not  see  or  con 
tend  for  any  difference. 

But  to  those  who  are  not  thus  minded,  the 
difference,  as  Bishop  Thirlwall  has  remarked,  '  is 
of  the  gravest  importance,  far  beyond  any  ques 
tions  that  have  been  mooted  as  to  the  effect  of 
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consecration  in  the  Eucharist,  which  may  be  so 
treated  as  to  turn  on  mere  metaphysical  subtleties, 
quite  foreign  to  the  province  of  theology.  But  it 
is  a  gross  abuse  of  our  Communion  Service  for  any 
clergyman  either  to  read  it  alone  in  the  church, 
or  before  a  congregation  consisting  entirely  of 
persons  who  come  only  to  gaze  and  look  on,  and 
are  not  expected  to  partake  of  the  consecrated 
elements.  .  .  .  This  would  be  to  adopt  the  latest 
and  worst  corruption  by  which  our  Lord's  institu 
tion  has  been  perverted,  through  the  unhappy 
development  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  no  longer 
the  Lord's  Supper,  but  the  sacrifice  of  the  Mass.' 
Against  perversions  such  as  these  our  witness 
must  be  clear.  Our  Church  speaks  with  no 
uncertain  voice ;  our  rite,  let  us  thankfully 
remember,  whenever  celebrated,  is,  in  deed  as  in 
name,  whatever  else  it  maybe,  an  'administration 
of  the  Lord's  Supper,  or  the  Holy  Communion. 
May  we  never  either  change  the  name  or  lose  the 
thing.'* 

*  '  Charges,'  i.  244,  245. 


CONCLUSION. 

IN  conclusion,  I  must  express  my  conviction 
that  the  doctrines  of  the  Real  Presence 
and  the  Sacrifice  in  the  Eucharist,  as  they 
arc  now  commonly  taught  by  too  many  clergy 
men,  by  some  men  of  learning  and  position 
in  the  Church  of  England,  are  contrary  to 
God's  Holy  Word,  have  no  support  in  primitive 
antiquity,  and  are  at  variance  with  the  plain 
teaching  of  the  Church  of  England.  I  see  with 
sorrow  how  the  minds  of  the  young  and  the 
unsuspecting  are  imposed  upon  by  the  specious 
claims  that  are  urged  by  those  who  teach  these 
doctrines  as  '  Catholic  '  verities.  I  have  felt  it 
my  duty  to  point  out  what  I  believe  to  be  very 
serious  errors.  We  know  what  the  effect  of 
teaching  of  this  kind  is — how  it  has  led  many  to 
forsake  our  Communion  for  that  of  Rome.  We 
know  how  perilously  near  to  idolatry  is  that 
reverence  which  is  inculcated  for  the  Blessed 
Sacrament.  We  know  that  our  Church  stigma 
tizes  doctrines  scarcely  distinguishable  from  those 
which  many  of  our  clergy  maintain  as  '  blasphe- 


The  Doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper    97 


mous  fables  and  dangerous  deceits.'  We  are  sure 
that  in  any  case  there  is  fostered  by  this  teaching 
not  a  spirit  of  humble  faith,  but  a  carnal  and 
material  conception  of  spiritual  truths.  At  the  root 
of  it  lies  the  fundamentally  false  conception  of  the 
Christian  ministry  which  degrades  it  into  a  sacri 
ficing  priesthood,  and  virtually  denies,  or  at  least 
makes  light  of,  the  priesthood  of  the  Christian  laity. 
Let  us  beware  how  we  be  led  away  into  these  errors. 
Let  us  keep  close  to  the  Scriptural  language,  to  the 
devout  spiritual  feeling  of  our  own  Liturgy.  We 
want  nothing  more.  We  shall  find  nothing 
better,  truer,  deeper,  than  is  furnished  there. 
We  may  crave  some  visible  representation,  some 
thing  which,  as  we  think,  shall  bring  our  Saviour 
nearer  to  us.  Let  us  beware  lest  we  repel  Him. 
If  He  deigns  to  grant  the  unbelieving  demand  to 
see  rather  than  to  believe,  that  is  not  the  highest 
or  the  most  blessed  condition.  It  still  remains 
eternally  true  :  '  Because  thou  hast  seen  Me  thou 
hast  believed  ;  blessed  are  they  that  have  not  seen 
and  yet  have  believed.' 
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BISHOP   WESTCOTT   ON    ST.   JOHN    VI. 

.  .  .  '  What  is  spoken  of  "  eating  (Qayelv)  of  the 
bread  which  cometh  down  from  heaven"  (verse  51), 
"  eating  (^ayecv)  the  flesh  of  the  Son  of  man  " 
(verse  53),  "  eating  (rptoyeiv)  His  flesh,  and  drink 
ing  His  blood  "  (verses  54,  56),  "eating  (rpayyei-v) 
Him"  (verse  57), "  eating  (rpwyeiv)  the  bread  which 
came  down  from  heaven  "  (verse  58) — the  succes 
sion  of  phrases  is  most  remarkable — cannot  refer 
primarily  to  the  Holy  Communion,  nor,  again, 
can  it  be  simply  prophetic  of  that  Sacrament. 
The  teaching  has  a  full  and  consistent  meaning 
in  connexion  with  the  actual  circumstances,  and 
it  treats  essentially  of  spiritual  realities  with  which 
no  external  act,  as  such,  can  be  co-extensive. 
The  well-known  words  of  Augustine,  crede  ct 
manducasti — " believe  and  thou  hast  eaten" — give 
the  sum  of  the  thoughts  in  a  luminous  and 
pregnant  sentence. 
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'  But,  on  the  other  hand,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  the  truth  which  is  presented  in  its  absolute 
form  in  these  discourses  is  presented  in  a  specific 
act  and  in  a  concrete  form  in  the  Holy  Com 
munion  ;  and  yet  further  that  the  Holy  Com 
munion  is  the  Divinely-appointed  means  whereby 
men  may  realize  the  truth.  Nor  can  there  be  a 
difficulty  to  anyone  who  acknowledges  a  Divine 
fitness  in  the  ordinances  of  the  Church,  an  eternal 
correspondence  in  the  parts  of  the  one  counsel  of 
God,  in  believing  that  the  Lord,  while  speaking 
intelligibly  to  those  who  heard  Him  at  the  time, 
gave  by  anticipation  a  commentary,  so  to  speak, 
on  the  Sacrament  which  He  afterwards  instituted. 
But  that  which  He  deals  with  is  not  the  outward 
rite,  but  the  spiritual  fact  which  underlies  it.  To 
attempt  to  transfer  the  words  of  the  discourse 
with  their  consequences  to  the  Sacrament  is  not 
only  to  involve  the  history  in  hopeless  confusion, 
but  to  introduce  overwhelming  difficulties  into 
their  interpretation,  which  can  only  be  removed 
by  the  arbitrary  and  untenable  interpolation  of 
qualifying  sentences. 

'  In  this  connexion  two  points  require  careful 
consideration.  The  words  used  here  of  our  Lord's 
humanity  are  "  flesh  "  and  "  blood,"  and  not,  as 
in  every  case  where  the  Sacrament  is  spoken  of 
in  Scripture,  "  body  "  and  "blood."  And,  again, 
St.  John  refers  nowhere  directly  to  the  Sacraments 
of  Baptism  and  Holy  Communion  as  outward  rites. 
***** 
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'  Among  early  writers,  Augustine  has  expressed 
very  clearly  the  relation  of  the  discourse  to  the 
Sacrament,  though  he  does  not  dwell  on  the 
difference  between  "  flesh  "  and  "  body."  "  This 
food  and  drink,"  he  writes,  "  Christ  wishes  to  be 
understood  is  fellowship  with  His  body  and 
members.  .  .  .  The  Sacrament  of  this  thing— 
that  is,  of  the  unity  of  the  body  and  blood  of 
Christ — is  prepared  on  the  Lord's  table  (in  dominica 
incnsa)  in  some  places  daily,  in  other  places  at 
stated  intervals,  and  is  taken  from  the  Lord's 
table,  for  some  to  life,  for  some  to  destruction 
(ad  cxitium) ;  the  thing,  however,  of  which  [that 
rite]  is  a  Sacrament  is  for  every  man  to  life,  to 
none  to  destruction,  whoever  partakes  of  it " 
("Tract,  in  Joh.,"xxvi.  15).  .  .  .  "  This  is  therefore 
to  eat  that  food  (cscam)  and  to  drink  that  blood, 
to  abide  in  Christ,  and  to  have  Him  abiding  in 
one's  self.  And  through  this,  he  who  does  not 
abide  in  Christ,  and  in  whom  Christ  does  not 
abide,  doubtless  does  not  eat  His  flesh  (procnl 
dubio  ncc  manducat  carncm  cjus,  the  addition 
spiritualitcr  is  a  false  gloss)  nor  drink  His  blood, 
although  he  eats  and  drinks  the  Sacrament  of  so 
great  a  thing  to  his  own  judgement "  (Ibid.,  §  18 ; 
etiamsi  tantcz  rei  sacr amentum  ad  judicium  sibi 
manducet  et  bibat,  according  to  the  MSS.  The 
text,  as  it  is  quoted  in  Art.  XXIX.,  has  been  inter 
polated  from  the  commentary  of  Bede).' 
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Appendix  B. 

WATERLAND    ON    ST.   JOHN   VI. 

*  They  who  judge  that  the  Fathers  in  general, 
or  almost  universally,  do  interpret  John  vi.  of  the 
Eucharist  appear  not  to  distinguish  between 
interpreting  and  applying.  It  was  right  to  apply 
the  general  doctrine  of  John  vi.  to  the  particular 
case  of  the  Eucharist,  considered  as  worthily 
received,  because  the  spiritual  feeding  there  men 
tioned  is  the  thing  signified  in  the  Eucharist,  yea, 
and  performed  likewise.  After  we  have  sufficiently 
proved  from  other  Scriptures  that  in  and  by  the 
Eucharist  ordinarily  such  spiritual  food  is  con 
veyed,  it  is  then  right  to  apply  all  that  our  Lord 
by  St.  John  says  in  the  general  to  that  particular 
case ;  and  this,  indeed,  the  Fathers  commonly 
did.  But  such  application  does  not  amount  to 
interpreting  the  chapter  of  the  Eucharist.  For 
example,  the  words,  "  Except  ye  eat  the  flesh 
of  the  Son  of  Man,  and  drink  His  blood,  ye 
have  no  life  in  you,"  do  not  mean  directly  that 
you  have  no  life  without  the  Eucharist,  but  that  you 
have  no  life  without  participating  of  our  Lord's 
Passion.  Nevertheless,  since  the  Eucharist  is  one 
way  of  participating  of  the  Passion,  and  a  very 
considerable  one,  it  was  very  pertinent  and  proper 
to  urge  the  doctrine  of  that  chapter,  both  for  the 
clearer  understanding  the  beneficial  nature  of  the 
Eucharist,  and  for  the  exciting  Christians  to  a 
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frequent  and  devout  reception  of  it.  Such  was 
the  use  that  some  early  Fathers  made  of 
John  vi.'* 
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HEBREWS   XIII.    I0-l6. 

*  We  have  an  altar,  whereof  they  have  no  right  to  eat  which 
serve  the  tabernacle.  P'or  the  bodies  of  those  beasts,  whose  blood 
is  brought  into  the  holy  place  by  the  high-priest  as  an  offering  for 
sin,  are  burned  without  the  camp.  Wherefore  Jesus  also,  that  He 
might  sanctify  the  people  through  His  own  blood,  suffered  without 
the  gate.  Let  us  go  forth  therefore  unto  Him  without  the  camp, 
bearing  His  reproach.  For  we  have  not  here  an  abiding  city,  but 
we  seek  that  which  is  to  come.  By  Him  therefore  let  us  offer  up  the 
sacrifice  of  praise  to  God  continually,  that  is,  the  fruit  of  our  lips, 
giving  thanks  to  His  Name.  But  to  do  good  and  to  communicate 
forget  not :  for  with  such  sacrifices  God  is  well  pleased.' 

If  I  were  asked  what  book  of  Holy  Scripture 
it  is  of  most  importance  for  English  Churchmen 
carefully  to  study  at  the  present  day,  I  should 
answer  without  hesitation  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews.  Considered  even  in  itself,  and  apart 
from  the  exigencies  of  the  times,  it  is  one  of  the 
grandest  and  one  of  the  most  instructive  portions 
of  God's  Word.  For  nowhere  else  shall  we  find 
set  forth  with  such  power  and  majesty  the  dignity 
of  the  great  Mediator  of  the  New  Covenant,  His 
eternal  priesthood,  His  perfect  sacrifice,  His  all- 
prevailing  intercession.  But  besides  this,  the 
Epistle  teaches  us  more  clearly  than  any  other 
part  of  the  New  Testament  the  meaning  of  the 

*  Waterland,  vii.,  p.  1 10,  etc. 
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Old.  In  a  sustained  argument  of  great  rhetorical 
splendour  and  great  cogency  it  shows  us  the  fulfil 
ment  of  the  earlier  dispensation  in  Christ.  Here, 
I  think,  lies  its  especial  value  in  relation  to  modern 
controversies.  Not  that  we  ought  to  study  the 
Epistle  in  a  controversial  spirit ;  far  from  it : 
we  ought  rather  to  study  it  calmly  and  dispas 
sionately,  not  saying  to  ourselves,  '  My  system  is 
already  formed,  and  I  must  exercise  my  ingenuity 
to  see  how  I  can  bring  passages  that  upset  it  into 
accordance  with  my  system,'  but  saying  only, 
'  What  does  the  inspired  writer  teach  me  ?  What 
does  he  set  forth  concerning  Christ's  nature  and 
work  ?  What  light  does  he  who  dwells  so  largely 
on  the  relation  of  the  Old  Testament  to  the  New 
cast  upon  all  those  questions  that  now  vex  and 
agitate  the  Church  ?  What  in  particular  does  he 
say  of  the  Jewish  priesthood  and  the  Jewish 
sacrifices,  and  their  fulfilment  in  a  Christian 
priesthood  and  Christian  sacrifices  ?' 

I  feel  sure  that  such  an  inquiry,  conducted  in  a 
calm  and  reverent  and  sincerely  honest  spirit, 
would  bring  some  of  us  to  conclusions  very 
different  from  those  which  we  at  present  entertain. 
For  instance,  some  persons  have  supposed  that 
this  passage  contains  a  reference  to  the  Holy 
Communion  considered  as  the  great  Christian 
sacrifice.  Such  a  view,  I  think,  is  inconsistent 
with  the  whole  scope  of  the  Epistle,  as  well  as 
with  the  particular  context  in  which  this  passage 
stands. 
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Look  at  the  great  outlines  of  the  Epistle.  It  is, 
as  I  have  said,  a  carefully  sustained  and  carefully 
elaborated  argument.  The  object  of  the  writer  is 
to  convince  Jewish  believers,  who  were  in  danger 
of  renouncing  their  Christian  profession,  of  the 
exceeding  peril  of  a  relapse  into  Judaism.  With 
this  view  the  writer  shows  them  that  in  so  doing 
they  would  be  doing  violence  to  their  own  revela 
tion.  The  law  and  the  prophets  witnessed  to  Christ 
and  foreshadowed  Christ.  They  confessed  there 
fore  their  own  imperfection.  The  mediators  of  the 
old  law  were  many,  and  passed  away  by  death. 
The  sacrifices  of  the  old  law  were  only  sacrifices 
of  slain  beasts,  and  could  never  take  away  sin,  or 
'  make  the  comers  thereunto  perfect.'  Accord 
ingly,  the  argument  of  the  Epistle  is  directed  to 
prove  that  Christ  in  His  person  is  greater  than 
all  the  mediators  of  the  Old  Covenant,  and  that 
in  His  work  He  is  the  fulfilment  of  all  the  Mosaic 
sacrifices.  These  are  the  two  great  lines  on 
which  the  argument  proceeds. 

The  first  is  pursued  at  length  in  the  first  seven 
chapters  of  the  Epistle.  In  the  first  chapter,  the 
writer  argues  from  evidence  furnished  by  the  Old 
Testament  itself  that  Christ  is  higher  than  the 
angels,  by  whose  dispensation  the  law  was  given, 
for  of  them  it  is  said  they  are  ministering  spirits ; 
of  Him  it  is  said,  '  Thou  art  my  Son,'  etc., 
and  '  Let  all  the  angels  of  God  worship  Him.' 
In  the  third  chapter,  he  argues  that  Christ  is 
higher  than  Moses,  for  Moses  was  but  a  servant 
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in  the  house  over  which  Christ  as  Son  was  the 
head  (chap.  iii.).  In  the  fourth,  he  proves  that 
Christ  is  greater  than  Joshua,  for  Joshua  only 
led  the  people  into  Canaan,  whereas  there  re- 
maineth  a  rest  for  the  people  of  God,  into  which 
Christ  only  can  bring  them  (chap.  iv.).  In  the  fifth 
chapter,  he  shows  that  Christ  as  the  High  Priest  of 
His  Church  was  not  only  greater  than  Aaron,  but 
that  the  true  type  of  His  priesthood  was  not  to  be 
found  in  Aaron  at  all,  but  in  the  Gentile  Mel- 
chisedec.  '  For  he  testifieth,  Thou  art  a  priest  for 
ever  after  the  order  of  Melchisedec '  (chap,  vii.). 

Then  in  the  eighth  chapter,  he  passes  on  to  the 
work  of  Christ,  and  in  that  and  the  two  following 
chapters  he  shows,  that  as  He  is  the  mediator  of  a 
better  covenant  than  the  old,  so  His  sacrifice  is 
really  what  all  the  sacrifices  of  the  law  were  in  a 
figure.  It  is  a  true  sacrifice,  it  is  a  perfect  sacrifice. 
Nothing  can  be  added  thereto  or  taken  from  it. 
It  is  offered  once  for  all ;  it  takes  away  sin ;  it 
purges  the  conscience  from  dead  works ;  it  gives 
us  boldness  to  enter  into  the  holiest.  '  By  one 
offering  He  hath  perfected  for  ever  them  that  are 
sanctified/  This  is  a  brief,  too  brief,  outline  of  the 
argument.  Then  at  each  stage  the  writer  appeals 
solemnly  to  the  conscience  of  his  readers.  He 
warns  them  of  the  great  danger  and  peril  ot 
apostasy.  He  reminds  them  that  this  revelation 
of  God  in  Christ  is  the  highest,  the  most  blessed, 
the  final,  revelation  ;  it  is  that  to  which  their  own 
Scriptures  pointed.  They  cannot  reject  it  lightly. 
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If   they  go   back,  it  is  to   perdition,  '  for   there 
remaineth  no  more  offering  for  sin.' 

But  now  it  is  of  importance  to  notice,  that  the 
whole  of  this  argument  goes  to  show  that  CHRIST 
Himself  is  the  fulfilment  of  the  Old  Testament 
dispensation,  that  it  is  accomplished  in  Him  and 
done  away  in  Him.  You  will  remark  that  there  is 
not  the  slightest  hint  throughout  the  Epistle  of 
any  other  fulfilment.  You  will  observe  that  here 
in  this  Epistle,  which  alone  of  all  the  books  of 
the  New  Testament  deals  at  length  with  the 
meaning  of  the  Old,  there  is  not  one  word  of 
parallel  either  between  the  worship  of  the  Temple 
and  the  worship  of  the  Christian  Church,  or 
between  the  priesthood  of  the  Temple  and  the 
ministry  of  the  Christian  Church.  Is  not  this 
very  remarkable  ?  The  writer  speaks  at  length 
of  the  first  tabernacle,  of  its  vessels  of  service,  of 
the  outer  court,  into  which  the  priests  went  always, 
accomplishing  the  service  of  God,  of  the  Holy  of 
Holies  into  which  the  high-priest  went  once  in 
the  year,  and  yet  these  things  were  to  his  mind 
the  pattern  and  type  not  of  the  Christian  Church, 
her  ministry,  her  worship,  her  ordinances,  but 
only  of  Christ  and  of  His  work  as  the  great 
High-Priest  of  the  Church.  Of  course  there  is 
no  such  parallel  drawn  out  or  suggested  anywhere 
else  in  the  New  Testament.  So  far  from  it,  even 
the  very  names  given  to  Christian  ministers 
are  invariably  different  from  those  given  to  Jewish 
priests.  Christian  ministers  are  called  prophets, 
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apostles,  evangelists,  pastors,  presbyters,  deacons, 
but  they  are  never  called  priests,  nor  is  any 
sacerdotal  function  ever  ascribed  to  them  in  the 
New  Testament.  This  is  a  simple  fact.  Nor  is 
there  the  remotest  hint  that  the  sacrifices  of 
Jewish  worship  are  perpetuated  in  the  Christian 
liturgy. 

Nothing  surely  is  more  striking  than  the  total 
absence  in  such  an  Epistle  as  this  of  any  allusion 
to  the  sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper.  There 
is,  perhaps,  one  slight  and  passing  reference  to 
the  sacrament  of  baptism  (though  even  that  is 
doubtful),  where  it  is  spoken  of  as  belonging  to  the 
principles  or  elements  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ. 
There  is  none  to  the  other  sacrament.  The 
writer  deals  at  large  with  the  sacrifices  of  the 
old  law  and  their  fulfilment  in  Christ.  He  does 
not  argue  that  Christians  have  an  altar  analogous 
to  the  Jewish  altar  and  a  sacrifice  like  theirs. 
He  tells  us  but  of  one  Priest,  the  Eternal  Son  of 
God,  but  of  one  sacrifice,  that  which  He  offered 
upon  the  Cross,  and  by  which  He  hath  perfected 
for  ever  them  that  are  sanctified. 

This  I  say  is  generally  and  at  large  the  scope 
of  the  writer,  as  far  as  the  end  of  the  tenth  chapter. 
In  the  eleventh,  he  encourages  his  readers,  who, 
as  I  have  said,  were  sorely  tempted  to  fall  from 
their  Christian  steadfastness,  by  the  glorious 
examples  of  the  ancient  heroes  of  faith.  In  the 
twelfth  he  adds  words  of  comfort  to  the  weary, 
and  reiterates  in  yet  more  solemn  tones  his 
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warning  against  apostasy.  In  this  last  chapter 
there  are  subjoined  a  few  general  exhortations  on 
the  Christian  life.  In  the  midst  of  these  he 
returns  to  the  blessed  truth  that  Jesus  Christ  is 
the  same  yesterday,  to-day,  and  for  ever,  and  bids 
those  whom  he  addresses  not  to  be  carried  about 
by  divers  and  strange  doctrines.  What  those 
doctrines  are,  is  clear  both  from  the  general  tenor 
of  the  Epistle  and  from  the  words  which  immedi 
ately  follow  :  '  For  it  is  a  good  thing  that  the 
heart  be  established  with  grace  and  not  with 
meats,  which  have  not  profited  them  that  have 
been  occupied  therein.' 

Now,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  allusion 
here.  Those  who  were  occupied  about  meats, 
about  clean  and  unclean,  about  the  lawfulness  of 
eating  the  one  or  of  abstaining  from  the  other,  were, 
of  course,  Jewish  teachers.  When,  therefore,  the 
writer  continues  in  the  tenth  verse,  '  We  have 
an  altar  whereof  they  have  no  right  to  eat  which 
serve  the  tabernacle,'  can  there  be  the  smallest 
doubt  to  what  altar  he  refers  ?  Plainly  and  in 
disputably  to  the  Jewish  altar  of  burnt-offering. 
If  there  could  be  any  doubt  as  to  the  correctness 
of  this  interpretation,  read  the  eleventh  verse  and 
it  vanishes :  '  For  the  bodies  of  those  beasts, 
whose  blood  is  brought  into  the  sanctuary  by  the 
high-priest  for  sin,  are  burned  without  the  camp.' 
That  particle  'for'  connects  this  verse  immedi 
ately  with  the  preceding.  But  if  we  are  to  under 
stand  by  the  altar  in  verse  10  a  Christian  altar,  we 
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make  nonsense  of  the  whole  passage.  What 
possible  coherence  can  there  be  between  the  three 
verses  on  this  hypothesis  ?  You  begin  with  an 
allusion  to  Jewish  meats  ;  you  end  with  an  illus 
tration  taken  from  the  burnt-offering,  and  between 
them  you  insert  abruptly  a  reference  to  the  Holy 
Communion.  Even  if  the  partaking  of  it  might 
be  compared  with  the  partaking  of  meats,  still 
what  bearing  has  the  fact  that  the  bodies  of  the 
beasts  were  burned  without  the  camp  upon  the 
doctrine  of  the  Holy  Supper  ?  A  similar  objection 
applies  to  another  interpretation,  according  to 
which  the  altar  is  made  to  mean  the  altar  of  the 
Cross.  Here  again  the  sense  is  only  obtained  by 
a  dislocation  of  the  passage.  We  must  interpo 
late  a  comparison.  Christ's  sacrifice  on  the  cross 
is  one  with  which  the  Jewish  priests  have  nothing 
to  do.  For  since  the  bodies  of  those  beasts 
whose  blood  is  brought  into  the  sanctuary  by  the 
high-priest  for  sin  are  burned  without  the  camp, 
therefore  Jesus  also  suffered  without  the  camp.* 

But  understand  the  altar  of  the  Jewish  altar, 
and  all  is  clear  and  coherent.  '  Meats,'  says  the 
writer,  '  do  not  profit  those  of  whose  religious 
system  they  form  a  part.  We  Jews  know  that  to 
be  the  case  from  our  own  religion.  The  sacrifices 

*  There  were  two  kinds  of  sin-offering,  one  in  which  the  blood 
was  applied  to  the  altar  of  burnt-offering,  and  the  flesh  was  eaten 
by  the  officiating  priests  only,  and  within  the  sanctuary.  When  the 
blood  was  carried  .into  the  most  holy  place  the  bodies  were  burned 
without  the  camp  or  the  city.  (See  Edersheim,  'The  Temple,'  etc. 
pp.  102,  105.  See  Lev.  vi.  30  and  xvi.  27,  and  the  note  of  Delitzsch 
quoted  by  Alford.) 


1 10    The  Doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper 

are  not  always  eaten.  There  is  one  sacrifice  in 
particular,  one  kind  of  sin-offering  on  the  great 
day  of  atonement,  which  was  not  allowed  to  be 
eaten,  but  the  bodies  of  the  animals,  whose  blood 
was  carried  by  the  high-priest  into  the  most  holy 
place,  were  burned  without  the  camp.  This  is  a  type 
of  which  we  have  the  antitype  in  Christ.  '  Where 
fore,'  i.e.,  that  He  might  fulfil  the  type,  '  Jesus 
also,  that  He  might  sanctify  the  people  with  His 
own  blood,  suffered  without  the  gate  of  the  city.' 
The  blood  was  carried  by  Him  into  the  heavenly 
sanctuary.  And  this  is  merely  a  repetition  of  the 
thought  which  we  have  in  the  twenty-third  and 
twenty-fourth  verses  of  the  ninth  chapter.  '  It 
was  therefore  necessary  that  the  patterns  of  things 
in  the  heavens  should  be  purified  with  these '  (i.e., 
with  the  blood  of  the  victims) ;  but  the  heavenly 
things  themselves  with  better  sacrifices  than  these. 
For  Christ  is  not  entered  into  the  holy  places 
made  with  hands,  which  are  the  figures  of  the 
true ;  but  into  heaven  itself,  now  to  appear  in  the 
presence  of  God  for  us  ';  while  on  the  other  hand, 
the  death  of  Christ  was  not  simply  the  act  of 
death  itself,  but  the  annihilation  of  the  likeness  of 
sinful  flesh,  since  He  rose  again  with  a  new  and 
glorified  body,  no  longer  after  the  likeness  of  sinful 
flesh,  but  purified  by  the  fire  of  suffering  and  self- 
devotion,  of  which  the  burning  of  the  bodies  of 
the  sacrificed  animals  was  the  type.  'Therefore,' 
says  the  writer — to  return  to  the  thirteenth  verse 
of  this  chapter — '  let  us  go  forth  unto  Him  with- 
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out  the  camp,  bearing  His  reproach.'  If  we  are 
Christ's  we  shall  be  content  to  be  like  Christ, 
'  The  servant  is  not  greater  than  his  Lord.'  We 
shall  not  shrink  from  the  suffering  and  the  reproach 
which  our  Christian  profession  necessarily  brings 
upon  us.  We  shall  remember  that  we  are  not 
looking  for  ease  and  comfort  and  rest  in  this 
world.  We  shall  go  forth  out  of  the  city  of 
Judaism  and  Judaic  observances,  for  here  we  have 
no  continuing  city,  but  we  seek  one  to  come.  We 
.confess  that  we  are  strangers  and  pilgrims.  We 
confess  that  our  true  home  is  where  Christ  sitteth 
at  the  right  hand  of  God.  But  then  let  us  live 
as  Christians ;  let  us  remember  to  what  our 
Christian  profession  pledges  us.  We  Christian 
men  in  and  through  Christ  are  priests.  We  in 
and  through  Him  have  sacrifices  to  offer.  f  By 
Him  therefore  let  us  offer  the  two  great  Christian 
sacrifices — the  sacrifice  of  praise  to  God  con 
tinually,  that  is,  the  fruit  of  our  lips,  giving  thanks 
to  His  name,  and  the  sacrifice  of  good  deeds  and 
almsgiving,  with  which  God  is  well  pleased.' 

Take  this  view  of  the  passage  and  it  is  perfectly 
consistent,  perfectly  coherent,  throughout.  The 
thoughts  follow  in  their  natural  order,  and  the 
whole  agrees  exactly  with  the  general  train  of 
thought  in  the  Epistle.  The  Jewish  meats  suggest 
the  sacrifice  which  was  not  eaten.  That  sacrifice 
suggests  the  sacrifice  of  Christ,  as  the  type 
reminds  us  of  the  Antitype.  The  resemblance 
between  the  two  is  stated.  The  application  of 
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the  doctrine  of  Christ's  sacrifice  to  the  Christian 
life  follows.  We  must  be  one  with  Him  in  suffer 
ing  and  reproach,  and  we  too  shall  have  our 
sacrifices  to  offer,  not  material  sacrifices,  but 
spiritual  sacrifices  of  praise  and  thanksgiving,  of 
a  life  devoted  to  alms-deeds  and  good  works. 

We  see  then  exactly  what  the  doctrine  of  this 
Epistle  is  as  to  sacrifice  under  the  new  dispen 
sation. 

First,  it  recognises  in  the  One  Perfect  Sacrifice 
the  complete  fulfilment  of  all  the  Jewish  sacrifices. 
They  are  not  types,  as  we  are  sometimes  told,  of 
the  Eucharistic  sacrifice ;  they  are  types  only  of 
Christ's  own  proper  sacrifice  in  His  self-offering 
on  the  Cross  and  in  His  blood  as  carried  into  the 
heavenly  sanctuary. 

Next,  it  recognises  certain  spiritual  sacrifices, 
not  to  be  offered  by  a  priest  as  the  representative 
of  Christians,  but  to  be  offered  by  all  Christians 
in  and  through  Jesus  Christ.  These,  I  repeat,  are 
the  only  sacrifices  of  the  new  Covenant  of  which 
the  writer  of  this  Epistle  takes  notice.  And  if,  as  I 
believe,  I  have  proved  there  is  no  allusion  in  this 
passage  to  the  Holy  Communion,  there  is  certainly 
no  reference  to  any  sacrificial  aspect  of  the 
Eucharist  in  any  passage  in  the  New  Testament. 
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Appendix  D. 

BISHOP    RIDLEY. 

'  Both  you  and  I  agree  herein  that  in  the  Sacra 
ment  is  the  very  true  and  natural  body  and  blood 
of  Christ,  even  that  which  was  born  of  the  Virgin 
Mary,  which  ascended  into  heaven,  which  sitteth 
on  the  right  hand  of  the  Father,  which  shall  come 
from  thence  to  judge  the  quick  and  the  dead  ; 
only  we  differ  in  modo  in  the  way  and  manner  of 
being;  we  confess  all  one  thing  to  be  in  the 
Sacrament,  and  dissent  in  the  manner  of  being 
there.  I,  being  fully  by  God's  Word  thereunto 
persuaded,  confess  Christ's  natural  body  to  be  in 
the  Sacrament  indeed  by  spirit  and  grace,  because 
that,  whosoever  receiveth  worthily  that  bread  and 
wine,  receiveth  effectuously  Christ's  body,  and 
drinketh  His  blood  (that  is,  he  is  made  effectually 
partaker  of  His  Passion);  and  you  make  a  grosser 
kind  of  being,  enclosing  a  natural,  a  lively,  and  a 
moving  body,  under  the  shape  or  form  of  bread 
and  wine.  Now,  this  difference  considered,  to 
the  question  thus  I  answer,  that  in  the  Sacra 
ment  of  the  altar  is  the  natural  body  and  blood 
of  Christ,  vcrc  ct  rcalitcr,  indeed  and  really,  for 
spiritually,  by  grace  and  efficacy :  for  so  every 
worthy  receiver  receiveth  the  very  true  body  of 
Christ.  But  if  you  mean  really  and  indeed,  so 
that  thereby  you  would  include  a  lively  and  mov 
able  body  under  the  forms  of  bread  and  wine, 
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then,  in  that  sense,  is  not  Christ's  body  in  the 
Sacrament  really  and  indeed. 

'  Think  not,  because  I  disallow  that  presence 
which  the  first  proposition  maintaineth  (as  a 
presence  which  I  take  to  be  forged,  phantastical, 
and  beside  the  authority  of  God's  Word,  per 
niciously  brought  into  the  Church  by  the  Roman- 
ists),  that  I  therefore  go  about  to  take  away  the 
true  presence  of  Christ's  body  in  His  Supper 
rightly  and  duly  ministered,  which  is  grounded 
upon  the  Word  of  God,  and  made  more  plain  by 
the  commentaries  of  the  faithful  Fathers.  I  will 
in  few  words  declare  what  true  presence  of  Christ's 
body  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper  I 
hold  and  affirm,  with  the  Word  of  God  and  the 
ancient  Fathers. 

*  I  say  and  confess,  with  the  Evangelist  Luke 
and  with  the  Apostle  Paul,  that  the  bread  on  which 
thanks  are  given  is  the  body  of  Christ  in  the  re 
membrance  of  Him  and  His  death,  to  be  set  forth 
perpetually  of  the  faithful  until  His  coming. 

'  I  say  and  confess  the  bread  which  we  break  to 
be  the  communion  and  partaking  of  Christ's  body, 
with  the  ancient  and  faithful  Fathers. 

'  I  say  and  believe  that  there  is  not  only  a 
signification  of  Christ's  body  set  forth  by  the 
Sacrament,  but  also  that  therewith  is  given  to  the 
godly  and  faithful  the  grace  of  Christ's  body,  that 
is,  the  food  of  life  and  immortality.  And  this  I 
hold  with  Cyprian. 

'  I  ?ay  also  with  St.  Augustine  that  we  eat  life 
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and  drink  life  ;  with  Emissene,  that  we  feel  the 
Lord  to  be  present  in  grace  ;  with  Athanasius  that 
we  receive  celestial  food,  which  cometh  from 
above ;  the  property  of  natural  communion,  with 
Hilary ;  the  nature  of  flesh,  and  benediction, 
which  giveth  life  in  bread  and  wine,  with  Cyril ; 
and  with  the  same  Cyril  the  virtue  of  the  very 
flesh  of  Christ,  life  and  grace  of  His  body,  the 
property  of  the  Only  Begotten,  that  is  to  say, 
life  as  He  himself  in  plain  words  expoundeth  it. 

'  I  confess  also  with  Basil  that  we  receive  the 
mystical  advent  and  coming  of  Christ,  grace  and 
virtue  of  His  very  nature;  the  Sacrament  of  His 
very  flesh  with  Ambrose  ;  the  body  by  grace  with 
Epiphanius  ;  spiritual  flesh,  but  not  that  which 
was  crucified,  with  Jerome  ;  grace  flowing  into  a 
sacrifice,  and  the  grace  of  the  Spirit,  with  Chrysos- 
tom ;  grace  and  invisible  verity,  grace  and  society 
of  the  members  of  Christ's  body,  with  Augustine. 

'  Finally,  with  Bertram  (who  was  last  of  all 
these),  I  confess  that  Christ's  body  is  in  the 
Sacrament  in  this  respect,  namely,  as  he  writeth, 
because  there  is  in  it  the  Spirit  of  Christ,  that  is, 
the  power  of  the  Word  of  God,  which  not  only 
feedeth  the  soul,  but  also  cleanseth  it.  Out  of 
these  I  suppose  it  may  clearly  appear  unto  all 
men  how  far  we  are  from  that  opinion,  whereof 
some  go  about  falsely  to  slander  us  to  the  world, 
saying  we  teach  that  the  godly  and  faithful  should 
receive  nothing  else  at  the  Lord's  Table  but  a 
figure  of  the  body  of  Christ.' 
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He  says  of  the  Roman  doctrine  that  it  '  main- 
taineth  a  real,  corporal  and  carnal  presence  of 
Christ's  flesh,  assumed  and  taken  of  the  Word,  to 
be  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  and 
that  not  by  virtue  and  grace  only,  but  also  by  the 
whole  essence  and  substance  of  the  body  and  flesh 
of  Christ.  "  If  He  be  now  really  present  in  the 
body  of  His  flesh,  then  must  the  supper  cease." 

'  In  a  sense  the  first  article  is  true,  and  in  a 
sense  it  is  false,  for  if  you  take  really  for  vcre,  for 
spiritually,  by  grace  and  efficacy,  then  it  is  true  that 
the  natural  body  and  blood  of  Christ  is  in  the 
Sacrament  vcrc  ct  rcalitcr,  indeed  and  really ;  but  if 
you  take  these  terms  so  grossly,  that  you  would 
conclude  thereby  a  natural  body  having  motion  to 
be  contained  under  the  forms  of  bread  and  wine, 
vcrc  ct  realitcr,  then  really  is  not  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ  in  the  Sacrament  no  more  than 
the  Holy  Ghost  is  in  baptism.' 

And  again  :  '  Inasmuch  as  they  [the  bread  and 
wine]  are  sanctified  and  made  the  Sacraments  of 
the  body  and  blood  of  the  Lord,  they  have  a 
promise  of  grace  annexed  unto  them,  namely,  of 
spiritually  partaking  of  the  body  of  Christ  to  be 
communicated  and  given,  not  to  the  bread  and 
wine,  but  to  them  which  worthily  receive  the 
Sacrament. 

*  This  Sacrament  hath  a  promise  of  grace,  made 
to  those  that  receive  it  worthily,  because  grace  is 
given  by  it,  as  by  an  instrument,  not  that  Christ 
hath  transferred  grace  into  the  bread  and  wine.' 
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Appendix    E. 

HOOKER. 

Speaking  of  the  Lord's  institution,  he  says  of 
the  Apostles  that,  '  being  assembled  for  no  other 
cause  which  they  could  imagine  but  to  have  eaten 
the  Passover  only  that  Moses  appointeth,  when 
they  saw  their  Lord  and  Master,  with  hands  and 
eyes  lifted  up  to  heaven,  first  bless  and  consecrate 
for  the  endless  good  of  all  generations  till  the 
world's  end  the  chosen  elements  of  bread  and 
wine,  which  elements  made  for  ever  the  instru 
ments  of  life  by  virtue  of  His  Divine  benediction, 
they  being  the  first  that  were  commanded  to 
receive  from  Him,  the  first  which  were  warranted 
by  His  promise  that  not  only  unto  them  at  the 
present  time,  but  to  whomsoever  they  and  their 
successors  after  them  did  duly  administer  the 
same,  those  mysteries  should  serve  as  conducts  of 
life  and  conveyances  of  His  body  and  blood  unto 
them,  was  it  possible  they  should  hear  that 
voice,  "Take,  eat  :  this  is  My  body";  "  Drink  ye 
all  of  this :  this  is  My  blood  " — possible  that, 
doing  what  was  required,  and  believing  what  was 
promised,  the  same  should  have  present  effect  in 
them,  and  not  fill  them  with  a  kind  of  fearful 
admiration  at  the  heaven  which  they  saw  in  them 
selves  ?  They  had  at  that  time  a  sea  of  comfort 
and  joy  to  wade  in,  and  we,  by  that  which  they 
did,  are  taught  that  this  heavenly  food  is  given 
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for  the  satisfying  of  our  empty  souls,  and  not  for 
the  exercising  of  our  curious  and  subtile  wits. 

*  If  we  doubt  what  those  admirable  words  may 
import,  let  him  be  our  teacher  for  the  meaning  of 
Christ  to  whom  Christ  was  Himself  a  school 
master,  let  our  Lord's  Apostle  be  His  interpreter ; 
content  we  ourselves  with  His  explication,  My 
body,  the  communion  of  My  body;  My  blood,  the 
communion  of  My  blood.  Is  there  anything  more 
expedite,  clear,  and  easy  than  that,  as  Christ  is 
termed  our  life,  because  through  Him  we  obtain 
life,  so  the  parts  of  this  Sacrament  are  His  body 
and  blood,  for  that  they  are  so  to  us  who,  receiving 
them,  receive  that  by  them  which  they  are 
termed  ? 

'  The  bread  and  cup  are  His  body  and  blood, 
because  they  are  causes  instrumental  upon  the 
receipt  whereof  the  participation  of  His  body  and 
blood  ensueth.  For  that  which  produceth  any 
certain  effect  is  not  vainly  or  improperly  said  to 
be  that  very  effect  whereunto  it  tendeth.  Every 
cause  is  in  the  effect  which  groweth  from  it. 

'  Our  souls  and  bodies  quickened  to  eternal  life 
are  the  cause  whereof  is  the  Person  of  Christ;  His 
body  and  blood  are  the  true  well-spring  out  of 
which  this  life  floweth.  So  that  His  body  and 
blood  are  in  that  very  subject  whereunto  they 
minister  life  not  only  by  effect  or  operation,  even 
as  the  influence  of  the  heavens  is  in  plants,  beasts, 
men,  and  in  everything  which  they  quicken,  but 
also  by  a  far  more  divine  and  mystical  kind  of 
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union,  which  maketh  us  one  with  Him,  even  as 
He  and  the  Father  are  one.' 

In  Dr.  Pusey's  '  Catena '  his  quotation  from 
Hooker  ends  here.  It  is  a  pity  that  he  did  not 
give  the  whole  passage.  The  very  next  words  are: 

'  The  real  presence  of  Christ's  most  blessed 
body  and  blood  is  not  therefore  to  be  sought  for 
in  the  Sacrament,  but  in  the  worthy  receiver  of 
the  Sacrament.  And  with  this  the  very  order  of 
our  Saviour's  words  agreeth  :  first,  "  Take  and 
eat "  ;  then,  "  This  is  My  body  which  was  broken 
for  you."  First,  "  Drink  ye  all  of  this  "  ;  then 
followeth,  "  This  is  My  blood  of  the  New  Testa 
ment,  which  is  shed  for  many  for  the  remission  of 
sins." 

'  I  see  not  which  way  it  should  be  gathered,  by 
the  words  of  Christ,  when  and  where  the  bread  is 
His  body  or  the  cup  His  blood,  but  only  in  the 
very  heart  and  soul  of  him  which  receiveth  them. 
As  for  the  Sacraments,  they  really  exhibit,  but  for 
aught  we  can  gather  out  of  that  which  is  written 
of  them,  they  are  not  really  nor  do  really  contain 
in  themselves  that  grace  which  with  them  or  by 
them  it  pleaseth  God  to  bestow. 

'  If  on  all  sides  it  be  confessed  that  the  grace  of 
Baptism  is  poured  into  the  soul  of  man,  that  by 
water  we  receive  it,  although  it  be  neither  seated 
in  the  water  nor  the  water  changed  into  it,  what 
should  induce  men  to  think  that  the  grace  of  the 
Eucharist  must  needs  be  in  the  Eucharist  before 
it  can  be  in  us  that  receive  it  ?' 
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'  A  more  explicit  denial  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Real  Objective  Presence,'  says  Dr.  Vogan  very 
truly,  '  could  hardly  be  expressed.' 


.  Ippcndix  F. 

BISHOP   ANDREWES. 

*  Christ — as  and  when  He  was  "  offered  up  " — 
"  offered  in  sacrifice."  A  live  lamb  is  not  it  :  it  is 
a  lamb  slain  must  be  our  Passover  ;  Christ's  body 
that  now  is.  True ;  but  not  Christ's  body  as  it 
now  is,  but  as  it  then  was,  when  it  was  offered, 
rent,  and  slain  and  sacrificed  for  us.  Not  as  now 
He  is,  glorified,  for  so  He  is  not,  so  He  cannot  be, 
immuliitus,  for  He  is  immortal  and  impassible  ; 
but  as  He  then  was  when  He  suffered  death,  that 
is,  passible  and  mortal.  We  are  carried  back  to 
Christ  as  He  was  at  the  very  instant,  and  in  the 
very  act,  of  His  offering.  By  the  incomprehen 
sible  power  of  His  eternal  Spirit,  not  He  alone, 
but  He  as  at  the  very  act  of  His  offering,  is  made 
present  to  us,  and  we  incorporate  into  His  death 
and  invested  in  the  benefits  of  it.  //  an  Host  could 
be  turned  into  Him  now,  glorified  as  He  is,  it  would 
not  serve.  Christ  offered  is  it.  Thither  we  must 
look.  To  the  serpent  lift  up,  thither  we  must  re 
pair,  even  ad  cadaver.  We  must  hoc  facere — do 
that  is  then  done.  So,  and  no  otherwise,  is  this 
cpulari  to  be  conceived.'* 

*  Sermon  on  the  Resurrection  :  Works,  Lib.  Anglo-Cath.  Theol., 
ii.  291,  296,  301,  302. 
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Appendix  G. 

BISHOP     COSIN. 

Cosin's  language  is  not  always  consistent  with 
itself,  but  one  thing  at  least  is  clear  from  a  com 
parison  of  all  the  passages  in  which  he  refers  to 
the  subject,  that  he  did  not  hold  that  the  risen 
and  glorified  Christ  was  present  in,  with,  or  under, 
the  consecrated  bread  and  wine.  Thus  he  says  : 
'  The  body  and  blood  of  our  Saviour  are  not  only 
fitly  represented  by  the  elements,  but  also  by 
virtue  of  His  institution  really  offered  to  all  by 
them,  and  so  eaten  by  the  faithful  mystically  and 
sacramentally  ;  whence  it  is  that  "  He  truly  is 
and  abides  in  us,  and  we  in  Him."  This  is  the 
spiritual  (and  yet  not  less  true  and  undoubted 
than  if  it  were  corporal)  eating  of  Christ's  flesh, 
not  indeed  simply  as  it  is  flesh  without  any  other 
respect  (for  so  it  is  not  given,  neither  would  it 
profit  us),  but  as  it  is  crucified  and  given  for  the 
redemption  of  the  world.  [The  italics  are  mine.] 
Neither  doth  it  hinder  the  truth  and  substance  of 
the  thing,  that  this  eating  of  Christ's  body  is 
spiritual,  and  that  by  it  the  souls  of  the  faithful, 
and  not  their  stomachs,  are  fed  by  the  operation 
of  the  Holy  Ghost.'* 

'  We  leave  it  to  the  power  and  wisdom  of  our 
Lord,  yielding  a  full  and  unfeigned  assent  to  His 
words.'! 

'  History  of  Transubstantiation,'  V.,  vi ,  155.     Oxford,  1851. 
t  Ibid.,  156. 
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Again :  '  Whereas  it  is  far  above  philosophy 
and  human  reason  that  Christ  from  heaven 
(where  alone  He  is  locally)  should  reach  down  to  us 
the  Divine  virtue  of  His  flesh,  so  that  we  are 
made  one  body  with  Him,  therefore  it  is  as  neces 
sary,  as  it  is  reasonable,  that  the  Fathers  should 
tell  us  that  we  ought  with  singleness  of  heart  to 
believe  the  Son  of  God  when  He  saith,  "  This  is 
My  body."  '* 

Again  :  *  True  it  is  that  the  body  and  blood  of 
Christ  are  sacramentally  and  really  (not  feignedly) 
present  when  the  blessed  bread  and  wine  are  taken 
by  the  faithful  communicants  ;  and  as  true  is  it 
also  that  they  are  not  present  but  only  when  the 
hallowed  elements  are  so  taken.  That  body  and 
blood  is  neither  sensibly  present,  nor  otherwise 
at  all  present,  but  only  to  them  that  are  duly  pre 
pared  to  receive  them,  and  in  the  very  act  of 
receiving  them  and  the  consecrated  elements 
together,  to  which  they  are  sacramentally  in  that 
act  united,  the  adoration  is  then  and  there  given 
to  Christ  Himself.'f 

Cosin,  then,  held  that  Christ  is  'locally'  present 
*  only  in  heaven ' ;  that  His  body  and  blood  are 
really  present  in  the  Sacrament  only  when  the 
hallowed  bread  and  wine  are  taken  by  the  faithful 
communicants  ;  that  otherwise  they  are  not  at  all 
present,  but  '  only  to  them  that  are  prepared  to 
receive  them/  and  only  to  them  in  the  very  act  of 

*  '  History  of  Transubstantiation,'  VI.,  ii.,  201,  202. 
f  'Notes  on  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,'  Anglo-Cath.   Lib. 
v-  345- 
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receiving ;  that  they  are  '  eaten  by  the  faithful 
mystically  and  sacramentally  ' ;  and  that  Christ's 
flesh  is  '  eaten  spiritually,'  '  as  it  is  crucified  and 
given  for  the  redemption  of  the  world.' 

All  this  is  very  different  from  the  modern 
Tractarian  doctrine.  There  is  not  a  word  here 
of  any  presence  of  the  glorified  Christ  under  the 
veil  of  bread  and  wine. 


Appendix  H. 

HAMMOND. 

'This  breaking,  taking,  eating  of  the  bread, 
this  whole  action,  is  the  real  communication  of 
the  body  of  Christ  to  me — the  very  giving  of 
Christ's  body  to  me  ;  that  as  verily  as  I  eat  the 
bread  in  my  mouth,  so  verily  God  in  heaven 
bestows  on  me,  communicates  to  me,-the  body  of 
the  crucified  Saviour. 

Again,  'The  meaning  of  Christ's  words  of  institu 
tion,  "This  is  My  body,"  etc.,  is  not  that  the  bread 
was  His  body  and  the  wine  His  blood  in  strict 
speaking,  for  He  was  there  in  His  body  when  He 
so  spake ;  and  when  the  disciples  distributed  it 
among  themselves  He  was  not  bodily  in  any  of 
their  mouths.  And  now  His  body  is  in  heaven, 
and  there  to  be  contained  till  the  day  of  "  resti 
tution  of  all  things,"  and  is  not  corporally  brought 
down  in  every  Sacrament,  either  to  be  joined 
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locally  with  the  elements,  or  for  the  elements  to 
be  changed  into  it.  Many  contradictions  and  bar 
barisms  would  be  consequent  to  such  an  inter 
pretation.  It  would  make  God  a  liar,  and  be  an 
argument,  not  of  power,  but  imperfection. 

'  That  the  faithful  do  receive  the  body  and  blood 
of  Christ  in  the  Sacrament,  which  implies  not 
any  corporal  presence  of  Christ  on  the  table,  or 
in  the  elements,  but  God's  communicating  the 
crucified  Saviour,  who  is  in  heaven  bodily,  and 
nowhere  else,  to  us  sinners  on  the  earth,  but  this 
mystically  and  after  an  ineffable  manner.'  '  And 
then  God's  part  is  the  accepting  of  this  our 
bounden  duty,  bestowing  that  body  and  blood  of 
Christ  upon  us,  not  by  sending  it  down  locally  for 
our  bodies  to  feed  on,  but  really  for  our  souls  to 
be  strengthened  and  refreshed  by  it ;  as  when  the 
sun  is  communicated  to  us,  the  whole  bulk  and 
body  of  the  sun  is  not  removed  out  of  its  sphere, 
but  the  rays  and  beams  of  it,  and  with  them  the 
light  and  warmth,  and  influences  are  really  and 
verily  bestowed  and  darted  out  upon  us.  And  all 
this  is  the  full  importance  of  "  This  is  My  bod)-/' 
or  this  is  the  communication  of  His  body.'* 

*  '  Practical    Catechism,'  VI.,  iv.,    Anglo-Cath.    Lib.,   pp.   382, 
385,  393- 
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Appendix  I. 

TRANSUBSTANTIATION,     CONSUBSTANTIATION,    AND 

THE    TRACTARIAN    DOCTRINE     OF    THE    '  REAL 
PRESENCE'  DEFINED. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  Rome  is  desig 
nated  by  the  name  of  Transubstantiation,  a  name 
of  later  medieval  date,  for  the  doctrine  itself  is 
only  of  that  period.  Gieseler  says  that  the  name 
was  used  by  Petrus  Damianus  in  his  '  Exposition 
of  the  Canon  of  the  Mass,'  in  A.D.  1057. 
Hildebertus  Cenomanensis,  nearly  fifty  years 
later,  is  said  to  have  used  it,  and  the  verb  was 
used  about  the  same  time  by  Petrus  Blaesensis  and 
Stephanus  Eduensis. 

The  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation  is,  that  in 
the  sacrament,  after  the  consecration  of  the 
bread  and  wine,  '  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  true 
God  and  man,  is  truly,  really,  and  substantially 
contained  under  the  species  of  those  sensible 
things;  that  He  is  thus  contained  under  the 
species  from  a  conversion  which  is  made  of  the 
whole  substance  of  the  bread  into  the  substance 
of  the  body  of  Christ  our  Lord,  and  of  the  whole 
substance  of  the  wine  into  the  substance  of  His 
blood ';  that  '  the  true  body  of  the  Lord  and  His 
true  blood  are  under  the  species  of  bread  and 
wine,  together  with  His  soul  and  Divinity ;  but 
the  body  indeed  under  the  species  of  bread,  and 
the  blood  under  the  species  of  wine,  from  the 
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power  of  the  words  [of  consecration] ;  yet  the  body 
itself  under  the  species  of  wine,  and  the  blood 
under  the  species  of  bread,  and  the  soul  under  either 
by  the  power  of  that,  natural  connexion  and  con 
comitance  by  which  the  parts  of  the  Lord  Christ 
who  is  now  risen  from  the  dead,  to  die  no  more, 
are  mutually  joined  together;  the  Divinity,  more 
over,  on  account  of  that  wonderful  hypostatic 
union  of  it  with  His  body  and  soul';  that  'it  is, 
therefore,  most  true  that  as  much  is  contained 
under  either  species  as  under  each,  inasmuch  as 
Christ  whole  and  entire  is  under  the  species  of 
bread,  and  under  any  part  soever  of  that  species  ; 
whole  also  under  the  species  of  wine  and  under 
its  parts.'* 

Such  is  the  definition  of  the  doctrine  as  given 
by  the  Council  of  Trent,  and  its  Catechism  further 
explains  '  that  not  only  the  true  body  of  Christ, 
and  whatsoever  pertains  to  the  true  nature  of  a 
body,  as  bones  and  nerves,  but  also  whole  Christ 
is  contained  in  this  Sacrament ;  that  Christ  is  the 
name  of  God  and  man,  of  one  person,  namely,  in 
which  the  Divine  and  human  nature  is  conjoined  ; 
that,  therefore,  He  embraces  both  substances,  and 
all  things  that  belong  to  each  substance,  the 
Divinity  and  the  whole  human  nature,  which  con 
sists  of  the  soul  and  of  all  the  parts  of  the  body, 
and  of  the  blood  also,  all  which  must  be  believed 
to  be  in  the  Sacrament.  For  since  in  heaven  the 
entire  humanity  is  conjoined  with  the  Divinity  in 

*   '  Cone.  Trid.  Canones  et  Decreta,'  Sess.  xiii.,  cap.  3  and  4. 
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one  person  and  hypostasis,  it  is  impiety  to  suppose 
that  the  body  which  is  in  the  Sacrament  is 
separated  from  the  same  Divinity.' 

The  Council,  moreover,  explains  that  '  there  is 
no  opposition  between  our  Saviour  Himself  sitting 
at  the  right  hand  of  the  Father  in  heaven,  accord 
ing  to  the  natural  mode  of  being,  and,  neverthe 
less,  Sacramentally  present,  being  with  us  in  His 
own  substance  in  many  other  places,  in  that  mode 
of  existence  which,  although  we  can  hardly 
express  it  in  words,  we  can  yet,  by  thought 
enlightened  by  faith,  attain  to  as  possible  to  God, 
and  ought  most  constantly  to  believe.' 

The  substances  of  the  bread  and  wine,  also 
being  converted  into  the  substance  of  the  body 
and  blood  of  Christ,  are  said  to  leave  only  their 
accidents  remaining,  such  as  their  size,  form, 
colour,  and  taste,  capability  of  nourishing,  and 
liability  to  corruption  ;  in  short,  though  the  sub 
stance  is  changed  and  the  bread  is  no  longer  bread, 
and  the  wine  is  no  longer  wine,  yet  that  which 
remains,  call  it  species  or  accidents,  is,  to  all 
natural  effects  and  purposes,  bread  and  wine  still, 
and,  indeed,  may  be  called  by  these  names. 

In  like  manner,  the  Lutheran  doctrine,  which 
is  commonly  called  by  the  name  of  Consubstantia- 
tion,  defines  another  mode  in  which  it  has  been 
conceived  that  the  bread  and  wine  are  the  body 
and  blood  of  Christ. 

Luther,  in  expressing  his  opinion,  lays  it  down 
as  a  matter  of  primary  importance  *  that  no 
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violence  is  to  be  done  to  the  Divine  words,  neither 
by  man  nor  by  angel,  but  as  far  as  possible  they 
are  to  be  kept  in  their  most  simple  signification, 
and,  unless  a  manifest  circumstance  compel  it, 
they  are  not  to  be  taken  out  of  their  grammatical 
and  proper  sense,  lest  occasion  be  given  to  our 
adversaries  of  eluding  Scripture.'* 

He  says  :  '  At  length  I  have  settled  my  con 
science  in  my  former  opinion,  namely,  that  it  is 
true  bread  and  true  wine,  in  which  the  true 
ilesh  and  the  true  blood  of  Christ  is  not  other 
wise  or  less  than  they  put  them  under  the 

accidents.'t 

He  argues :  '  But  why  may  not  Christ  contain 
His  body  within  the  substance  of  the  bread,  as  well 
as  in  the  accidents?  Behold,'  he  says  by  way  of 
illustration,  'the  two  substances  fire  and  iron  are 
so  mingled  in  glowing  iron  that  every  part  is  iron 
and  fire.  Why  much  more  may  not  the  glorious 
body  of  Christ  be  thus  in  every  part  of  the  sub 
stance  of  the  bread  ?'J 

The  Tractarian  doctrine  scarcely  differs  from 
this.  Dr.  Pusey,  as  is  well  known,  held  the 
Real  Objective  Presence  of  our  Lord's  glorified 
body  under  the  elements  of  bread  and  wine,  and 
asks  why  it  should  not  be  therein  adored.  Mr. 
Bennett  asserted  the  Real  and  actual  Presence  of 
our  Lord  under  the  form  of  bread  and  wine  upon 
the  '  altars '  of  our  churches,  and  said :  '  Who  myself 

*   '  De  Capt.  Bab.  Eccl.,'  Opp.,  Jena,  1600,  torn,  ii.,  p.  263. 
t  Ibid.  I  Ibid.,  p.  264. 
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adore  and  teach  the  people  to  adore  Christ  present 
in  the  Sacrament,  under  the  form  of  bread  and 
wine,  believing  that  under  their  veil  is  the  sacred 
body  and  blood  of  my  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus 
Christ.'  A  presence,  be  it  observed,  not  in  the 
Sacraments,  but  under  the  elements.  As  Arch 
deacon  Wilberforce  argued,  '  the  human  body  of 
Christ,'  His  actual  humanity  or  manhood  which 
'  has  taken  up  its  dwelling  in  the  consecrated 
elements,'  and  '  is  contained  in  them,'  His  body, 
but  His  glorified  body,  exempted  from  the  laws 
of  nature,  and  having  new  qualities  which  our 
Lord's  humanity  has  gained  by  its  oneness  with 
Deity;  His  body  implying  Himself,  Godhead  soul 
and  body  by  virtue  of  that  personal  union  whereby 
the  manhood  was  taken  up  unto  God,  in  short, 
1  the  body  of  God.' 

All  this  language  and  much  more  of  the  same 
kind,  I  say,  scarcely  differs  from  Consubstantiation, 
and  rests  upon  the  one  fundamental  error,  that 
that  which  is  given  us  in  the  Holy  Supper,  to  be 
received  by  faith  to  our  soul's  health,  is  the  glori 
fied  body  of  our  Adorable  Redeemer,  whereas  He 
Himself  declares,  that  He  gives  us  His  body  and 
His  blood,  His  body  broken  and  His  blood  shed, 
to  be  our  spiritual  food  and  sustenance  in  that 
holy  Sacrament. 

And  again  :  *  The  body  of  Christ  is  in  such 
manner  in  the  Sacrament,  the  bread  [still]  remain 
ing,  as  is  the  fire  in  the  iron,  the  substance  of  the 
iron  remaining,  and  [as]  God  in  man,  the  humanity 
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remaining,  the  substances  in  both  cases  being  so 
mingled  that  its  own  operation  and  proper  nature 
should  remain  to  each,  and  yet  they  should  con 
stitute  some  one  thing.'* 

And  yet  once  again  :  '  But  our  opinion  is,  that 
the  body  is  even  in  the  bread  in  such  sort  that  it 
is  actually  eaten  with  the  bread  ;  and  that,  what 
soever  motion  or  action  the  bread  has,  the  body  of 
Christ  also  has  the  same  ;  so  that  the  body  of 
Christ  may  be  truly  said  to  be  carried,  given, 
received,  eaten,  when  the  bread  is  carried,  given, 
received,  eaten,  that  is,  This  is  My  body.' 

Luther,  however,  says  explicitly :  '  No  man- 
ducation  quickens  but  that  of  faith.  For  this  is 
the  truly  spiritual  and  living  manducation.  As 
also  Augustine  saith,  "  Why  prepared  thou  thy 
stomach  and  tooth  ?  Believe,  and  thou  hast 
eaten."  ' 


Appendix  K. 

BISHOP    PHILPOTTS    ON    TRACT   XC.f 

'  I  turn,  therefore,  to  another,  and  practically 
the  most  mischievous,  of  the  principles  set  forth 
in  the  tract.  It  is  there  held  that  "  our  Articles 
were  not  directed  against  the  Decrees  of  Trent, 
because  they  were  written  before  those  Decrees  "; 

*  «  Contra  Reg.  Angliae.' 

t  'Letter  to  Charles  Butler,'  pp.  319-321. 
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that  "  the  Decrees  in  their  mere  letter  do  not 
express  that  authoritative  teaching  of  Rome 
which  is  condemned  by  the  Articles  ;  that  senses 
short  of  this  doctrine  will  fulfil  the  letter  of  the 
Decrees ;  and  that  the  censures  contained  in  the 
Articles  have  a  sufficient  object,  though  the 
Decrees  of  Trent,  taken  by  themselves,  remain 
untouched." 

'  All  this,  and  much  more  to  the  same  effect,  is 
manifestly  designed  to  show  that  there  is  nothing 
in  our  Articles  inconsistent  with  the  letter  of  the 
Decrees  of  Trent ;  that  those  Decrees  and  the 
Articles  may  be  held  together  by  the  same  person. 
As  this  is  by  far  the  most  daring  attempt  ever  yet 
made  by  a  minister  of  the  Church  of  England  to 
neutralize  the  distinctive  doctrines  of  our  Church 
and  to  make  us  symbolize  with  Rome,  I  shall  be 
excused  if  I  detain  you  for  a  few  minutes  in  un 
ravelling  the  web  of  sophistry  which  has  been 
laboriously  woven  to  cover  it.  It  rests  mainly, 
as  has  been  said,  on  the  allegation  that  the 
Articles  were  of  a  date  anterior  to  the  Decrees  of 
Trent — an  allegation  having  just  that  measure  of 
truth  which  will  enable  it  most  effectually  to 
deceive.  In  the  statutes  and  canons,  the  Articles 
are  described  as  "  Articles  agreed  upon  in  the 
Convocation  holden  at  London  in  the  year  1562," 
whereas  the  Council  of  Trent  did  not  hold  its  last 
session,  nor  put  forth  its  last  Decree,  till  December 
in  1563.  This  is  the  face  of  facts  and  dates  most 
favourable  to  the  assertion  in  the  tract. 
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'  Now  let  us  see  to  what  it  really  amounts.  The 
Convocation  of  1562  is  so  called  according  to  the 
old  style.  It  commenced  its  sittings  in  the  month 
of  January  of  the  year  which  would  now  be  called 
1563,  and  it  continued  to  sit  till  the  month  of 
June,  just  six  months  before  the  conclusion  of  the 
Council  of  Trent.  In  the  course  of  those  six 
months,  how  many  Decrees  were  made  by  the 
Council  on  the  points  condemned  in  our  Articles? 
One— only  one,  including,  indeed,  all  the  matter 
dealt  with  in  the  Twenty-second  Article,  an 
Article,  it  must  be  admitted,  relating  to  several 
important  particulars.  Such  is  the  amount  of  all 
that  can  be  honestly  stated  in  favour  of  the 
writer's  allegation  ;  but  even  this  would  give  a 
very  inadequate  view  of  the  weakness  of  his  case. 
For,  although  the  Articles,  having  been  in  the 
main  settled  by  the  Convocation  of  1562,  are 
always  designated  as  the  Articles  of  that  Synod, 
yet  they  were  not  then  permanently  and  finally 
concluded. 

'The  Convocation  of  1571  reconsidered  them 
with  a  view  to  a  final  settlement,  and  made 
alterations  in  them  (of  no  great  moment  indeed) 
before  it  authorized  their  publication  in  English, 
and,  what  is  more  important,  before  it  made  the 
canon  requiring  subscription.  It  was  to  the 
Articles  so  corrected,  not  as  they  were  left  by  the 
Synod  of  1562,  that  the  Statute  of  13  Elizabeth 
requires  subscription;  for  it  expressly  specifies  "the 
Book  of  Articles  put  forth  by  the  Queen's  authority," 
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which  was  true  of  the  English  Book  of  1571  only. 
Subsequently,  on  the  accession  of  King  James — 
because,  towards  the  close  of  the  preceding  reign, 
subscription  to  the  Articles  had  been  made  by 
many,  with  such  limitations  or  qualifications  as 
materially  affected  its  value  as  a  test  of  unity  of 
doctrine — the  Synod  holden  at  London  in  1603 
(after  "  having,  upon  a  publique  readinge  and 
deliberate  considerasion  of  the  said  Articles, 
willingly  and  with  one  accorde  consented  and 
subscribed  ")  provided,  by  its  Thirty-sixth  Canon, 
a  most  precise  and  stringent  formula,  by  which 
everyone  who  subscribes  professes  to  believe  "  all 
and  every  of  the  Articles  to  be  agreeable  to  the 
Word  of  God." 

'  Here,  then,  we  might  leave  the  case,  apparently 
without  a  shadow  of  pretence  for  the  allegation 
that,  whereas  the  Articles  were  written  before 
the  Decrees  of  Trent,  they  were  not  directed 
against  those  Decrees.  But  if  this  be  so,  the 
other  and  much  more  important  allegation,  that 
the  Decrees,  taken  by  themselves,  in  their  mere 
letter,  do  not  express  the  Romish  doctrine,  which 
our  Articles  condemn,  and,  consequently,  that 
subscription  to  the  Articles  is  not  incompatible 
with  adherence  to  the  Decrees,  loses  at  once  its 
best  support.  And  thus,  perhaps,  we  might  be 
excused  from  more  minute  examination  of  it. 
Still,  it  cannot  be  a  useless  labour  to  show  the 
utter  want  of  all  foundation  whatever  for  so 
dangerous  a  position.  For,  as  I  hardly  need  to 
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say,  whether  true  or  false,  it  involves  the  whole 
question  between  us  and  Rome.  Those  Decrees 
combine,  avowedly  combine,  the  whole  system  of 
Romish  doctrine,  peculiarly  so  called.  They  com 
pose  the  Shibboleth  of  Rome.  The  Creed  of 
Pius  IV.  formed  upon  them,  and  little  else  than 
a  brief  epitome  of  them  (appended  to  the  Creed 
of  the  Catholic  Church,  in  defiance  of  the  canons 
of  the  General  Councils  of  Ephesus  and  Chal- 
cedon),  is  required  to  be  explicitly  held  and  main 
tained  not  only  by  every  Romish  pastor,  but  also 
by  every  convert  who  is  received  into  communion 
with  Rome.  Too  much  care,  therefore,  cannot 
be  used  in  warning  every  member  of  our  own 
Church — especially,  I  may  be  allowed  to  say, 
after  recent  unhappy  experience,  the  younger  of 
our  clergy — against  all  approach  to  so  fearful  and 
unhallowed  a  conjunction.' 


Appendix  L. 

ST.    CHKYSOSTOM    ON    FASTING. 

It  is  true  also  that  Chrysostom  speaks  of  a  fast 
before  Communion.  But  what  kind  of  a  fast  ? 
The  fast  was  clearly  one  of  long  continuance. 
'  Our  fathers,'  he  says,  *  extended  the  course  of 
fasting,  assigning  a  fixed  time  (TrpoOecrpiav)  for 
repentance,  that  when  we  have  purified  ourselves 
and  cleansed  ourselves  from  defilement,  we  may 
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draw  nigh.  Therefore,  henceforth  I  myself  also 
openly  and  loudly  warn  you  that  ye  come  not 
with  any  spot  nor  with  an  evil  conscience  to  this 
holy  table.  For  this  is  not  a  drawing  nigh  nor  a 
communion,  though  a  thousand  times  we  should 
touch  that  sacred  body,  but  condemnation  and 
chastisement,  and  an  increase  of  punishment. 
Let  no  one,  therefore,  draw  nigh  who  is  a  sinner ; 
or,  rather,  I  do  not  say  who  is  a  sinner,  for  then 
I  must  be  the  first  to  keep  away  from  the  Divine 
table,  but  let  no  one  who  continues  in  his  sin 
draw  near.  Therefore,  from  henceforth  I  give 
warning  that  when  the  royal  feasts  occur,  and 
that  sacred  evening  comes  (/cat,  rr)?  lepas  ecnrepas 
TrapayivofjLevrjs  eKeivijs),  none  may  be  able  to  say, 
I  came  in  unprepared  and  destitute,  for  I  ought 
to  have  been  warned  of  these  things  long  before  ; 
.  .  .  and  that  none  may  make  an  excuse  of  this 
kind,  I  warn  and  exhort  them  beforehand  to  give 
evidence  of  hearty  repentance  (TroXXr/y  eTribeil-aa-Bai, 
Trjv  fjueravoiav)  .'* 

What  Chrysostom  means  is  pretty  evident, 
especially  when  we  take  these  words  in  connec 
tion  with  what  he  says  elsewhere  as  to  the  nature 
of  a  true  fast.  It  is  not  the  mere  abstinence  from 
food  before  partaking,  but  the  whole  spiritual 
discipline  continuing  for  days  beforehand  of 
which  prayer  and  fasting  and  true  repentance  are 
all  ingredients,  on  which  he  insists.  And  what 
are  we  to  say  about  the  '  sacred  evening  '?  Was 

*  In  '  Illud.  Vide  Dominum,'  Horn,  v.,  torn,  v.,  p.  142. 
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evening  Communion  unknown  to  the  writer  of 
these  words,  or  was  it  abhorrent  to  him  ?  I 
trow  not.  Is  there  not  abundant  evidence  in  the 
passage  that  people  did  come  to  the  Holy  Com 
munion  in  a  careless,  impenitent  state,  and  that 
Chrysostom  warned  them  to  abstain  on  that 
ground,  and  not  because  they  did  not  come  fast 
ing  ?  The  fast  which  he  describes  is  very  much 
more  like  the  fast  in  the  Presbyterian  Church  of 
Scotland  than  the  fast  of  our  modern  High 
Churchmen.  And  if  there  was  '  a  rule  of  the 
Church  '  on  the  subject,  why  does  he  not  appeal 
to  it? 


THE    END. 


Elliot  Stock,  Paternoster  Row,  London,  E.C. 
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